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Abstract
During the middle school transitional years, students face potential obstacles that can affect their
achievement and motivation. It is essential that they learn how to self-regulate their learning and
motivation so that they can persevere in an increasingly challenging academic environment.
Teachers may support students directly or indirectly by embedding various practices and
strategies into extant curricula. This two-phase qualitative case study provided four purposively
selected teachers with a professional learning (PL) experience on self-regulated learning (SRL)
and self-regulated motivation (SRM). The purpose of this study was to understand the
perceptions and experiences of middle school teachers regarding the training and implementation
of curricular-embedded SRL with the goal of developing a PL framework aimed at training and
supporting teachers with curricular-embedded SRL practices and strategies. The study was
guided by one research question: How does SRL-focused PL affect teachers’ perceptions,
experiences, and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL practices and strategies in the
middle school classroom? ATLAS.ti was used to analyze the interview data and the reflective
journals. Results were mixed, but they showed more perceived successes than challenges
regarding the framework and implementation of practices and strategies, a variety of SRL
practices and strategies employed during the implementation phase, and a thorough
understanding of theoretical knowledge, which was demonstrated through reflections and
implementation. This information can serve as a foundation to develop a PL framework for
training and supporting teachers as they embed and implement SRL practices and strategies in
the middle school classroom.
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Chapter One: Introduction
Students can use self-regulated learning (SRL) to plan, monitor, and reflect on various
learning tasks. This process has been found effective for current academic successes and
essential for lifelong learning (Dignath & Veenman, 2021). Self-regulation of motivation (SRM)
is one component of SRL that has received increased attention in recent years (see Miele et al.,
2020). Various models have illustrated the ways that theorists and researchers have
conceptualized the various processes and relationships between and among the components of
SRL, one of which is motivation. According to Dignath and Veenman (2021), although SRL can
have positive impacts on students, understanding the ways that teachers can support students’
SRL effectively remains elusive. For this study, four teacher participants from Scenic View
Middle School (SVMS), a pseudonym, located in the Scenic View School District (SVSD), a
pseudonym, in the northwestern region of a southeastern U.S. state, engaged in a PL experience
made up of six weekly workshop sessions that focused on the theoretical foundations of SRL
(training phase) followed by a 3-week implementation phase. During the implementation phase,
participants embedded SRL teaching practices (e.g., direct instruction, scaffolding, modeling,
etc.) and students’ strategies (e.g., self-assessments; planning, monitoring, and reflection
activities) into the curricula and their classroom contexts. Throughout both phases of the study,
participants reflected on these experiences. The aim of the study was to understand how the
training affected teachers’ perceptions, experiences, and implementation of SRL strategies and
practices in the middle school classroom in order to generate a PL framework to integrate SRL
practices and strategies into extant curricula.
This chapter introduces the study; background for the study, and the problem, purpose,
and research question (RQ). It also includes details about the theoretical foundation, conceptual
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framework, and nature of the study. Explanations of the definitions and assumptions related to
the study; the scope, delimitations, and limitations regarding the methodology and design of the
study; and the significance of this study comprise the other elements of the chapter.
Background
According to the literature, many studies related to various components of SRL in which
students benefit significantly exist. However, there has been a lack of understanding about the
ways that teachers can implement practices and strategies to support students’ SRL effectively
(Dignath & Veenman, 2021). As a study skills teacher at SVMS, my goal has been to teach
students how to become more independent and transfer responsibility of learning from the proxy
agent (i.e., the teacher) to themselves. This process has not been easy, especially because
students placed in my class usually struggle with on-time work completion and motivation.
Waiting until students are already struggling is a reactive approach (Zimmerman, 2000), so I
wanted to explore more proactive approaches. Self-regulated learners are able to plan, monitor,
and control various components of learning to reach academic goals through metacognitive
strategies (Dignath & Veenman, 2021). According to Dignath and Veenman (2021), all teachers
should be able to implement SRL in the classroom, but there remains little understanding of the
ways that teachers can support SRL and their own intentions effectively that guide various
approaches to implementation and support.
I conducted this study to gain a better understanding of the ways that SRL-focused PL
affected the teachers’ perceptions, experiences, and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL
teacher practices and student strategies in the middle school classroom in order to create a PL
framework to integrate SRL practices and strategies into extant curricula.

3
Problem Statement
According to Lourenco and Ferreira (2019), members of the current workforce face tasks
that have become increasingly complex, requiring specific knowledge and demands that
employees must adapt to changing work demands, as well as new information and situations.
Thus, workers need to engage in higher levels of self-regulation to meet these demands, and
training should include SRL components (Lourenco & Ferreira, 2019). SRL can begin at an early
age at the most basic level and can expand as students mature to include more metacognitive
aspects. From the lifelong learning perspective, engaging students in SRL while they are still in
school may better prepare them for future career demands.
For most students to self-regulate effectively, they must be trained adequately to develop
these skills (Zimmerman, 2000). Researchers (e.g., Callan & Shim, 2019) have identified gaps in
knowledge between researchers and teachers, and they have asserted that more emphasis needs
to be placed on adequate training. In fact, researchers who engage students in SRL tended to
have higher effect sizes than those implemented by teachers (Steinbach & Stoeger, 2018). Callan
and Shim (2019) asserted that researchers have tended to focus on processes and constructs,
whereas teachers have tended to focus on process outcomes. Thus, training teachers on
theoretical foundations as well as various processes and constructs (i.e., strategies, practices, and
models) may help teachers to develop and implement practices and strategies more effectively.
Middle school can be a challenge for many students. Schunk and Meece (2006) reported
that adolescence brings many biological, cognitive, social, and emotional changes. In addition to
these developmental changes, changes in the environment, such as group differences that may
include stereotyping, schooling, peer affiliations, and families, can have a strong effect on
learning and motivation, along with self-beliefs about personal capabilities and competencies for
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success (self-efficacy) in and out of school (Schunk & Meece, 2006). Personal agency, the
capability to originate and direct actions toward given objectives, may be influenced by selfefficacy (Zimmerman & Cleary, 2006).
Adolescents are expected to navigate a more complicated school structure and assume
greater responsibility in managing increasingly difficult academic tasks under less direct
supervision. If students fail to regulate this demanding landscape effectively, they may have a
diminished sense of self-efficacy and may become embedded in a downward spiral of academic
achievement (Zimmerman & Cleary, 2006). According to social cognitive theorists (e.g.,
Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 1990), when students are less motivated; have a low self-concept of
their capabilities (i.e., self-efficacy); or expect that they will not complete tasks successfully (i.e.,
outcome expectancies), they are less likely to engage in tasks or do so with lower levels of selfefficacy and outcome expectancies, both of which increase the likelihood of students
experiencing greater levels of apathy toward task completion (Bandura, 1997). In addition,
students who are less effective at self-regulation may procrastinate, give minimal effort, or avoid
tasks altogether (Bandura, 1997).
Zimmerman and Cleary (2006) asserted that goal setting, along with other self-regulatory
skills such as self-monitoring, time management, and self-assessment, are essential components
of academic success. Zimmerman (2000) posited that students who self-regulate tend to be more
proactive in their approaches to learning and that students who do not self-regulate as well resort
to more reactive strategies. One of the issues facing middle school students is that adolescents
often lack the skills to set goals and anticipate the consequences of actions effectively, which
then may lead to their failure to employ task-related strategies (Zimmerman & Cleary, 2006).
Students often find it difficult to be motivated about learning in school because of various
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obstacles within academic contexts, such as tasks that are cognitively challenging, materials that
have little perceived relevance, or the practice of skills that are basic and decontextualized
(Wolters, 2011). According to Wolters (2011), even students who begin tasks enthusiastically
can find themselves suffering from a decline of motivation as other more interesting or enjoyable
opportunities arise. Miele and Scholer (2016) stated that teachers often complain about the lack
of motivation from students and view it as their responsibility to create a classroom that keeps
students focused and engaged; however, with the many diverse individual interests of students,
the idea of teachers being responsible for students’ motivation can be a challenging prospect.
Fortunately, researchers (e.g., Callan & Shim, 2019; Postholm, 2010; Steiner, 2016) have
indicated that training teachers to implement SRL strategies and practices in the classroom
effectively can increase students’ self-efficacy and academic performance. The ideal situation for
developing and supporting students’ SRL happens when the strategies and practices are
integrated into extant curricula and implemented in the classroom (Zeidner & Stoeger, 2019).
Unfortunately, teachers do not always train their students how to self-regulate effectively.
According to Dignath and Veenman (2021), it is still not fully understood how teachers can
promote SRL in the classroom with maximum efficiency. Previous researchers (e.g., Callan &
Shim, 2019; Peeters et al., 2016; Postholm, 2010) have indicated that teachers are not well
versed in understanding the concepts of SRL, have difficulty implementing SRL strategies, or
fail to recognize student differences in the classroom related to SRL. One of the challenges is
that although it is important, embedding SRL practices and strategies can be a time-consuming
effort and may not have an immediate impact (Moos & Ringdal, 2012). Zeidner (2019) offered
several reasons SRL can be a challenge to facilitate: a lack of standardization between and
among multiple facets of SRL, including theoretical perspectives and models of SRL;
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inconsistencies related to methodologies and various limitations (e.g., reliance on self-reporting
instruments or sampling strategies that tend to exclude various populations); and issues with
reliability and validity.
To address these problems, I focused on several key areas for this study. First, I
developed a series of PL workshop-style sessions embedded within a course-like framework in
which the teacher participants received training on various elements of SRL, including
theoretical foundations and knowledge of classroom strategies and practices. This training phase
of the study included the introduction of several models, and the participants either adapted one
of these models or developed their own that best fit their classroom context, experience, and
level of comfort. To my knowledge, no previous investigations have featured this level of
autonomy regarding model adaptation or development by study participants. Second, the
teachers engaged in an implementation phase in which they applied curricular-embedded SRL
practices and strategies in the classroom. During both phases of the study, I was available to
guide or coach the participants as needed. Unlike numerous previous studies, the classroom
contexts of the participants were different in the academic subjects taught and the grade levels of
the students, although not as much as I had originally planned. This study focused on PL
experiences with SRL and how they affected the teachers’ perceptions, experiences, and
implementation of curricular-embedded SRL strategies and practices in the classroom to
generate a PL framework for integrating SRL practices and strategies into extant curricula.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to understand the perceptions and experiences of middle
school teachers regarding the training and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL with the
goal of developing a PL framework aimed at training and supporting teachers with curricular-
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embedded SRL practices and strategies. An abundance of research has indicated that
implementing SRL strategies and practices can have a profound positive influence on student
achievement, yet there has been little evidence to suggest that teachers have been trained
adequately to implement these strategies effectively. I did not focus on the effectiveness of such
training in relation to student achievement; rather, I explored the teachers’ perceptions,
experiences, and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL strategies and practices in the
middle school classroom. Guskey (2000) asserted that evaluating PL experiences includes
understanding the participants’ reactions, learning, and use of new knowledge, along with
organizational support and change as well as student learning outcomes. Teachers’ perspectives
are valuable to understand which practices and strategies supporting students’ learning are or are
not working in the classroom (Quaglia & Lande, 2017). Quaglia and Lande (2017) noted that
“valuing teachers and their voices as professionals, both in and outside of schools, creates the
opportunity to increase teacher retention, student motivation, and academic achievement”
(p. 34). Giving teachers a “voice” may be an important component of PL frameworks. Exploring
teachers’ perceptions also aligns with qualitative inquiry; as such, I used a qualitative case study
design.
Research Question
To meet the goal for this study, I sought to answer one RQ: How does SRL-focused PL
affect teachers’ perceptions, experiences, and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL
practices and strategies in the middle school classroom?
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Theoretical Foundation and Conceptual Framework
I employed a theoretical foundation as well as a conceptual framework. Because multiple
facets comprised the foundation as well as the framework, theoretical foundations related to
SRL, theoretical foundations related to adult learning and teacher development, and a conceptual
framework that included both SRL and PL are discussed. These are explored in detail in Chapter
Two.
Theoretical Foundation
Several theories were relevant in creating the foundation of this study. Social cognitive
theory (SCT; Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997) hypothesizes that learning occurs in social contexts
that influence behavior, cognition, and the environment in multidirectional pathways (reciprocal
determinism). Components of this theory relevant to this study included reciprocal determinism,
personal agency, self-efficacy, outcome expectancy, and goal attainment. Theories related to
cognition and metacognition also were integral to establishing the foundation of this study
because, like SCT, they are rooted in SRL. Another theoretical component of SRL is motivation
theory. Multiple motivation theories were included in the foundation of this study because they
allowed me to explore different aspects of motivation, despite some overlap between and among
them. SRL is a process that also includes theoretical elements, so multiple components of SRL
were part of the theoretical foundation. Although these theoretical components were essential to
this study, they mostly applied to training aspects in developing a knowledge base for the teacher
participants.
Conceptual Framework
A separate but inclusive theoretical foundation included components related to PL and
the role of teacher leadership. Included in this segment of the foundation was adult learning
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theory (i.e., andragogy), which established best practices for training the teacher participants and
understanding various stages of teacher development. Finally, I discussed teacher leadership
tenets and approaches, along with teacher leader attributes. These theoretical aspects were
included as part of the conceptual framework for the study.
The conceptual framework included various components related to SRL strategies and
practices in the classroom, as well as PL. At first, I viewed these concepts separately, but the
culminating framework integrated components from both domains into one framework. I
designed the PL framework to train teachers on the theoretical underpinnings of SRL, various
theoretical and practical models depicting SRL applications in the classroom, and ways to embed
various practices and strategies into extant curricula. Unlike previous researchers of similar
studies, I did not focus on a single content area or grade level, nor was I prescriptive by assigning
practices or strategies to be implemented. Instead, I conducted this study to take a holistic
approach and give the teacher participants greater autonomy to make curricular decisions based
on such attributes as teacher development, level of comfort, and perceptions of SRL within their
specific classroom contexts. As such, many of the results of this study cannot be generalized in
the traditional sense, but they can provide information on the future development of PL models
for SRL.
Nature of the Study
I chose a qualitative research case study design based on the RQ for several reasons.
Perception data can come from either quantitative (e.g., self-report questionnaires) or qualitative
(e.g., interviews) methods. The difference between these two approaches is that quantitative
questionnaires tend to be designed to use closed-ended questions with many participants and
qualitative interviews tend to use open-ended questions with the participants that can probe more
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deeply into the phenomena under investigation. Studies related to SRL have used both
methodological approaches to understand perceptions, but to answer my RQ, it was more
appropriate to use a qualitative inquiry to obtain a more in-depth understanding. I chose a case
study design because I was interested in obtaining the perceptions and experiences of the teacher
participants within a system bounded by the participants, the location (school), and time
(semester).
The study consisted of two phases based on the design of the PL framework. The first
phase was the 6-week training phase: The teacher participants learned about SRL and ways to
integrate SRL strategies and practices into the curricula. The second phase of 3 weeks focused on
actually implementing these curricular-embedded strategies and practices in the classroom.
Because of the learning context (i.e., online), the framework allowed the participants to self-pace
through both phases.
I was responsible for collecting and analyzing the data. I collected most of the data
through Canvas, the online learning management system used across the school district. Every
teacher in SVSD uses this platform and has been trained in its uses and applications within their
contexts, along with expanded uses such as integrating technological applications in the
classroom. Although the PL framework was compatible with various learning formats (i.e., faceto-face, flipped, blended, online) to allow for choices, the content for the study was housed in
Canvas. This situation made the collection of the data simple, and because the data already were
in a digital format, they could be copied and pasted into Microsoft Excel and uploaded into
ATLAS.ti, the computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software. I used Canvas to collect
demographic data (through a discussion board post), weekly reflection statements (reflective
journaling), and artifacts (participants’ adapted or developed models of SRL). Following
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conclusion of the second phase, I conducted interviews using the Microsoft Teams application,
transcribed them through the Microsoft Stream application, copied and pasted them into Excel,
and uploaded them into ATLAS.ti for analysis. More details about the methodology are
presented in Chapter Three.
Definitions
Agency: the intentional pursuit of courses of action (Bandura 1977, 1997).
Causation: functional dependence between events (Bandura, 1997).
Determinism: the production of effects by event (Bandura, 1997).
Distributive leadership: a leadership model in which leadership responsibilities are
distributed throughout the organizations (Levin & Schrum, 2017).
Human agency: the belief that human beings have the ability to influence functioning and
life circumstances intentionally (Bandura, 2005); humans are contributors, but not sole
determiners, of life events; people are producers as well as products of social systems (Bandura,
1997).
Instructional leadership: a leadership model requiring administrators to take
responsibility for shaping school improvements, provide learning environments free from
distractions, promote clear teaching objectives, and have high teacher expectations for student
performance (Levin & Schrum, 2017).
Modes of agency: SCT (Bandura, 1997) distinguishes among three agency modes:
personal (agency over one’s own life events), proxy (relying on others to act on one’s behalf),
and collective (coordinated agency within a group).
Outcomes expectancies: self-judgments pertaining to the ultimate outcomes of actions
(Zimmerman & Schunk, 2012).
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Reciprocal determinism: an interactive system of multiple causal factors; SCT includes
three influential factors (determinants), namely, personal attributes, behavior, and environment,
that tend to influence one another bidirectionally (Bandura, 1997).
Self-efficacy: individuals’ perceived beliefs in their capabilities to organize and execute
required courses of action to produce given attainments (Bandura, 1997).
Self-regulated learning (SRL): learning that results from self-generated thoughts and
actions (behaviors) systematically oriented toward meeting learning attainment goals (Schunk,
2009); an active constructed process that includes setting goals for learning and then attempting
to monitor, regulate, and control cognitive, motivational, and behavioral aspects for reaching the
learning goals (Pintrich, 2000).
Self-regulation of motivation (SRM; also known as regulation of motivation): efforts of
individuals to influence, control, or manage levels of motivation throughout the task completion
process (Wolters, 2011); process for maintaining levels and types of motivation required to
pursue goals optimally (Miele & Scholer, 2018).
Teacher leadership: formal or informal leadership that occurs within contexts related to
the classroom, school, district, or community (Levin & Schrum, 2017).
Transformational leadership: a leadership model that promotes a shared vision,
collaboration, and collective problem solving (Levin & Schrum, 2017).
Assumptions
SCT (Bandura, 1997) and SRL theories hold basic assumptions that are dependent upon
specific theories and research. Several assumptions are pertinent to how students self-regulate.
The following assumptions were relevant to the participants in this study and were needed to
establish a foundation for data analysis:
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1. All learners attempt to self-regulate to some degree, although they may use
different methods.
2. Students can potentially monitor and regulate cognitive, behavioral, and
motivational processes subject to such influences as individual differences,
developmental constraints, and environmental factors.
3. Students actively construct their own goals and meaning derived from prior
knowledge and present learning contexts.
4. Student behavior involves goal-oriented and self-regulatory processes that include
modification of behavior to achieve goals.
5. The teacher participants engaged in training activities and actively promoted SRL
in the classroom setting.
6. The teacher participants answered the interview questions truthfully to the best of
their knowledge.
7. The teacher participants understood the intent and meaning of all interview
questions and prompts.
Scope and Delimitations
This semester-long (January-May) qualitative case study focused on providing the
teacher participants with training in concepts related to SRL, followed by an implementation
period in which the teachers applied curricular-embedded strategies and practices related to SRL
within their classrooms. I collected a variety of data that included demographic information;
participants’ reflections (reflective journaling); and various artifacts, such as models that visually
represented how SRL was embedded into the curricula. I also conducted interviews with the
participants following the conclusion of the second phase. The aim of this study was to explore
ways that the training affected the participants’ perceptions, experiences, and implementation of
SRL curriculum-embedded strategies and practices to generate a PL framework for embedding
SRL practices and strategies into extant curricula.
Because this was a qualitative study, the data did not reveal causation or predictability
regarding implementation of curricular-embedded practices or strategies, nor could I make any
generalizations regarding target populations outside of the participants within this context. In
addition, this study was limited to four participants who had experience in the subject areas and
grades taught. The small sample size was related to the amount of data collected. Having too
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many participants in qualitative studies may result in an abundance of data that cannot be
analyzed adequately within specific time frames.
Limitations
All research designs have strengths and limitations (Merriam, 1998). There were several
limitations regarding the design and methodology of this study. In general, qualitative studies
lack the objectivity of quantitative designs and tend to be subjective in nature (Stake, 2010).
According to Stake (2010), limitations of qualitative research include requiring more time and
effort, ethical risks, and lack of trust from the research community. To address these limitations,
I designed the study using resources such as Canvas and access to participants within the context
of where I worked that were already available to me. I established trust with the participants and
had no preconceived expectations of the results. I also collected and triangulated a variety of data
using a coding process that is described in Chapter Three.
In addition to methodological limitations, there were limitations in the design of the
study. Creswell and Poth (2018) noted several challenges relating to qualitative case study
designs, including the process for selecting a case, the bounded system, broadness or narrowness
of the case, rationale for selecting purposeful sampling, worthiness and rationale of the research,
rigor, and having enough data to present in-depth explanations. The process for selecting the
topic, case, and bounded system was fairly simple because they all involved the context in which
I was employed for a number of years, with a chance to build rapport and trust with colleagues;
because of the unique position that I was in, I regularly interacted with most of the teachers in
the building. The narrowness of the case fluctuated throughout the planning process as I
contemplated the limitations of a study that was perceived to be too narrow or broad in scope.
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For example, not all students struggle with motivation, so motivation would not have
been applicable to all contexts; however, all students need to self-regulate, whether applied to
learning or motivation. At the same time, focusing strictly on SRL might have been too broad for
some classrooms. As part of the training, the participants were encouraged to apply the SRL
strategies and practices that they felt best applied to their contexts.
Limitations that had the potential to affect this study included researcher bias. Because I
was employed at the study site and engaged regularly with the participants as colleagues, I had to
be careful not to inject my interpretations of the topic into the participants’ interview responses.
In addition, the participants were likely aware of my role as a teacher and may have attempted to
perceive the information in relation to my role. Because of the uniqueness of the context of this
study, transferability also may have been a limitation. Including participants from various grade
levels and subject areas may have helped to decrease this limitation when comparing data (i.e.,
commonalities among the participants’ perceptions, experiences, implementation). The
participant contexts were not as diverse as I had hoped, with three of the participants being
Grade 6 teachers teaching different subjects. The fourth participant taught computer science to
students in Grades 6 through 8.
Other limitations of this study included prolonged illness that I was dealing with prior to
initiating the study, which caused some delay, as well as my mother’s passing at the beginning of
the study, which paused the data collection and analysis processes. In addition, because at the
time of the study there was a possibility of greater community infection from the COVID-19
pandemic, SVSD strongly encouraged that any meetings with staff be held online. As a result,
the participants were required to complete the training phase online, despite some of them
expressing preferences for other formats in response to a survey. Some of the components were
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designed for face-to-face interactions, but I amended them to fit an online format. This led to a
more flexible PL framework that also facilitated the participants’ opportunity to self-pace.
Significance
Because there are currently no known PL programs regarding SRL other than those
addressed in the Literature Review section, this study may contribute to the development of a PL
framework that focuses on teachers learning about SRL and applying strategies and practices
based on the contexts in which they teach. Studying teachers’ perceptions, experiences, and
implementation of SRL strategies and practices may further develop this framework for PL.
Research in the field of self-regulation has identified positive results in student growth and
achievement, but there has been little evidence that teachers understand SRL or know how to
integrate strategies and practices into extant curricula.
Summary
SRL can help students to not only manage and direct their own learning and motivation
but also prepare for the future by providing them with the tools that they need to become lifelong
learners. Dignath and Veenman (2021) stated that “despite the consensus about the importance of
self-regulated learning for academic as well as lifelong learning, it is still poorly understood as to
how teachers can most effectively support their students in enacting self-regulated learning”
(p. 489). Training programs are essential in helping teachers to conceptualize SRL, understand
various practices and strategies, and have opportunities to embed and implement these strategies
and practices into the curricula. Understanding how this training affects teachers’ perceptions,
experiences, and implementation of SRL could provide a foundation for developing future
frameworks and programs. Presented in Chapter Two is a review of literature relevant to the
theoretical foundation and conceptual framework of the study.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Middle school can be a challenging time for students that can impact their academic
achievement. Although researchers (e.g., Dignath & Veenman, 2021) have indicated that SLR
practices and strategies can have a positive effect on student achievement, there has been a lack
of emphasis from the research community on training teachers on the theoretical foundations of
SRL and implementing these practices and strategies in the classroom successfully. There has
also been a gap in the literature regarding the role of teacher leadership in providing training and
support for curricular-embedded SRL practices and strategies. Researchers such as Dignath and
Veenman (2021) have suggested that teachers should provide students with opportunities to selfregulate and that these SRL practices and strategies should be integrated into the curricula. The
purpose of this study was to understand the perceptions and experiences of middle school
teachers regarding the training and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL with the goal of
developing a PL framework aimed at training and supporting teachers with curricular-embedded
SRL practices and strategies.
Literature Search Strategy
I used multiple strategies to obtain the literature for the review. Some strategies involved
acquiring academic texts and handbooks used as the resources in coursework throughout
multiple graduate degree programs; others were suggested by professors or professionals in the
field. I also used texts considered seminal and significant to establish the theoretical foundation,
and other works provided me with information to develop the conceptual framework and the
methodology of this study.
Although these texts were essential sources, most of the literature that I reviewed came
from electronic resources, the majority of which were peer-reviewed articles from academic
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journals. I used several strategies to locate these sources. Kennesaw State University (KSU)
provided access to various online databases via several vendors, indexes, and search engines. For
locating most resources, I used the SuperSearch (EBSCO Discovery) feature hosted by the KSU
Library Search application. Although this source provided most of the information that I needed
for a broad review of the literature, I used other sources because SuperSearch is not linked to all
available databases and search engines: ERIC (at EBSCOhost), Education Source, Education
Database (ProQuest), Educator’s Reference Complete, and Professional Development
Collection. I also used several indexes and search engines such as Scopus and Google Scholar.
I used a variety of strategies to ensure that my search for relevant literature was
expansive. I used snowballing strategies, such as footnote chasing, chaining (backward and
forward), pearl growing, and reference lists. For seminal works, I searched using the titles of the
works as the keywords and added the authors’ surnames as an additional search parameter. For
empirical studies, I limited my search to more recent articles. As a final strategy, I completed an
additional search at the time of writing the dissertation to find the most current research from
2017 forward.
Search terms were self-regulated learning (also SRL, self-regulation); metacognition,
cognitive development, executive functioning, high-impact leadership, and self-efficacy (also selfperceptions); goal orientation; case study design in education; regulation of motivation (also
self-regulation of motivation, motivation regulation); teacher leadership; and student motivation
in the classroom. I searched for seminal authors: Albert Bandura, Dale Schunk, Barry
Zimmerman, Monique Boekaerts, Linda Darling-Hammond, and John Flavell. Finally, I also
searched for titles of books, as well as scholarly journals and chapters in books.
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Theoretical Foundation
The theoretical foundation for this study comprised two main components: the theoretical
foundations related to SRL, which helped me to develop the theoretical knowledge and
application phases of the PL framework, and adult learning theory, which I used to develop the
framework. Theories that underpin SRL include cognitive development; metacognition; social
learning theory (SLT, later known as social cognitive theory SCT [Bandura, 1986, 1997); and a
variety of motivation theories that include goal orientation theory, self-determination theory,
expectancy-value theory, and metamotivation. These theoretical foundations helped me to
develop the conceptual framework, which is discussed later in the chapter. Before examining
these theories in detail, it is important to understand SRL.
Schunk (2009) defined SRL as “learning that results from students’ self-generated
thoughts and behaviors that are systematically oriented toward the attainment of their learning
goals” (p. 125) that is neither an ability nor a skill, but rather a process that self-directed learners
use to transform mental ability into task-related skills (Zimmerman, 2009). According to
Zimmerman (2009), students who self-regulate are active in their own learning metacognitively,
motivationally, and behaviorally with a high degree of proficiency to self-generate thoughts,
feeling, and actions effectively to reach their learning goals. Zimmerman (2000) theorized that
students who self-regulate effectively tend to be proactive in their learning and that students who
are not effective at self-regulating tend to take a more reactive approach.
SRL is a complex, multicomponent construct that involves cognitive, metacognitive,
motivational, emotional/affective, and behavioral aspects (Fadlelmula et al., 2015; Panadero,
2017) and includes multiple conceptualizations, definitions, and models (Karlen, 2016). SRL
includes several processes: planning, monitoring, regulating, and controlling cognition;
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employing various motivational mechanisms; and using the dynamic interaction of cognitive,
metacognitive, and motivational components of learning. Fadlelmula et al. (2015) wrote that
“SRL serves as a comprehensive framework for understanding how students become active
agents in their own learning process” (p. 1335).
SRM, also referenced as regulation of motivation or motivation regulation, can be
described as “efforts to influence, control, or manage an individual’s motivation” and, in
academic settings, “managing students’ engagement and willingness to work at tasks necessary
for learning and achievement” (Wolters, 2011, p. 267). This component of SRL often has been
overlooked as a topic of inquiry, and evidence from the few investigations into SRM has
suggested that people are able to regulate their motivation effectively (Miele et al., 2020).
Historical Perspectives of SRL
Schunk and Greene (2018) asserted that even though there is no exact date when SRL
originated in the educational setting, they classified past research as three distinct yet
overlapping periods of significance: development (spanning 1980s to well into the 1990s),
intervention (late 1980s into the 2000s), and operation (1990s to the present). The development
period focused on ways that SRL related to achievement outcomes, the intervention period
focused on SRL processes and ways that students used them to influence achievement outcomes,
and the operation period focused on exploring SRL at a deeper level that included a reciprocal,
dynamic component examining not only on how students’ use of processes affected achievement
outcomes but also how these outcomes affected future use of SRL processes and taking into
account changing conditions throughout task performance (Schunk & Greene, 2018). Each of
these periods continues to make important advances in the development and implementation of
SRL in the educational setting.
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In the mid-1980s, SRL theory and research emerged focusing on the ways that students
can achieve mastery of their own learning processes (Zimmerman, 2009). Zimmerman (2009)
identified aspects of SRL as being related to multiple theoretical perspectives, such as cognitive
constructivist, information processing, operant, phenomenological, social cognitive, volitional,
and Vygotskian (social constructivism). Because of the nondualistic, triadic reciprocal
interactions between personal (cognitive), behavioral, and environmental mechanisms found in
SCT (Bandura, 1986, 1997) and similar constructs found within SRL theory (Zimmerman,
2000), there appears to be greater alignment between these theoretical approaches. In fact, many
researchers (e.g., Kitsantas & Cleary, 2016; Panadero, 2017; Zimmerman, 2000, 2009) have
considered SRL as grounded in Bandura’s (1977) social learning theory (SLT), which was later
referred as SCT (Bandura, 1986).
According to Schunk (2008), the 1960s saw a shift in psychological theory and research
that moved the field away from conditioning and toward cognition, which resulted in substantial
changes in ideas about human learning, motivation, and achievement. Regarding human
functioning, cognitive theorists like Schunk shifted the focus from environmental factors to the
learners themselves and how individuals encoded, processed, stored, and retrieved information.
In this sense, learners were now seen as active seekers and processors of information rather than
passive recipients. Schunk suggested that although there were immediate impacts on
psychological theory and research, further effects led to the development of early models of
information processing (e.g., sensory registers, short-term memory, long-term memory, and
executive processes). Schunk identified three influential types of control processes:
metacognition, self-regulation, and SRL. Each of these process structures aligned with various
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theoretical viewpoints, as well as directions for research, resulting in nonstandardized definitions
across domains (Schunk, 2008).
Metacognition, self-regulation, and SRL can be linked to earlier theorists such as William
James and Jean Piaget as well as more contemporary theorists such as Lev Vygotsky (as cited in
Fox & Riconscente, 2008). Although these theorists did not necessarily refer to metacognition,
self-regulation, or SRL by name explicitly, they constituted some of the core features of SRL.
For example, as cited in Fox and Riconscente (2008), James’s notions of the focus on the Self
and building habits are essential to developing SRL that is self-directed and continuous through
engagement in habitual behaviors. Piaget’s contribution focused on the Other and objects with a
strong emphasis on metacognition, referring to knowledge about cognitions and cognitive
processes and involving conscious awareness and the capacity for communicating one’s rationale
(as cited in Fox & Riconscente, 2008). Piaget theorized that reason could be divided into two
components, that is, intellectual and affective, that could be self-regulated through intention,
deliberate direction of thoughts, and problem-solving strategies (intellectual components), as
well as will and self-control regarding desires and emotions (affective components; as cited in
Fox & Riconscente, 2008). Fox and Riconscente (2008) conceptualized Vygotsky’s connection
to language development through social interactions, but self-regulation took the form of
deliberate control over attention, cognitions, and actions. A commonality among James, Piaget,
and Vygotsky was the belief that the metacognitive component is not likely achievable until
adolescence (as cited in Fox & Riconscente, 2008). Various contemporary researchers such as
Bandura (1997) and Zimmerman (2009) referred to these theorists (i.e., James, Piaget, and
Vygotsky) when describing the various components of SRL, thus affirming their contributions to
various theoretical foundations of SRL.
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Boekaerts (1996) acknowledged an additional paradigm shift within the domain of
educational psychology: The prominent approach veered from an attempt to understand various
phenomena of learning and teaching to a practice-oriented approach involving the contextual or
situated learning setting. One of the reasons for this shift was the realization that teaching and
learning are highly situated specific to students’ experiences (i.e., perceptions, cognitions,
actions), implying that conceptual structures and cognitive strategies are influenced by the
environment from which these were acquired (Boekaerts, 1996). According to Boekaerts,
“Educational psychologists changed their focus away from studying students’ learning abilities
and learning outcomes to (1) students’ capacity to regulate their own learning, and (2) to
teachers’ skills to create appropriate learning environments” (p. 100).
Educational applications have not been the only research concerning SRL to be theorized
and studied. Boekaerts et al. (2000) stated that even within the field of self-regulation, there are
different viewpoints regarding self-regulation because of the broadness of the field and the many
different scientific communities that apply SRL theory and research specific to their contexts.
Beginning in the 1980s, much of the research focused on social psychology and personality
journals, but in the 1990s, the concept of self-regulation was broadened and included a variety of
aspects and applications of constructs, such as self-control, self-management, and SRL
(Boekaerts et al., 2000). According to Boekaerts et al., multiple related but distinct constructs
and labels began appearing in clinical, health, organizational, and educational psychology
publications that eventually led to divergent viewpoints and a broad range of phenomena. Even
within the educational domain, a considerable number of differences in perspectives resulted in
numerous SRL process models, several of which I discussed in this chapter. Examining
theoretical perspectives as they occurred throughout history can provide a deeper understanding
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of the evolution of various approaches, where theory has been, where it exists now, and possible
future directions. This examination set the stage for a deeper exploration of the theoretical
foundations of SRL.
Theories Related to SRL
SRL has a rich theoretical foundation that includes numerous theories related to cognitive
psychology (e.g., SCT, metacognition); motivation (e.g., self-efficacy, self-determinism, goal
orientation); and neuropsychology (e.g., executive functioning); and several paradigms related to
learning, such as constructionism, social constructivism, and information processing. A plethora
of studies, some of which I reviewed in this chapter, have been conducted to further the
knowledge base of multiple facets of SRL in varying contexts, especially the educational setting.
Cognitive Development and Metacognition. Students must be able to use cognitive and
metacognitive strategies to guide effective decisions about their learning (Flavell, 1979).
Metacognitive processes begin to take shape during adolescence as awareness of self and others
increases (Flavell, 1977). Cognitive development and metacognition and functioning align with
SCT and are embedded within SRL process models (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Flavell, 1977, 1979).
Cognitive Development. Based on Piagetian cognitive development theory, Flavell
(1977) suggested that two levels of cognition for most school-age children exist. The
preadolescent, or middle childhood level, occurs between the ages of around 7 years through 11
years, and adolescence takes place between approximately 11 years and biological maturity
(Flavell, 1977). Flavell, in agreement with Piaget, posited that middle childhood cognitive levels
tend to be more concrete operational, meaning that children begin with reality and then, if at all,
move to thinking about possibilities. During this developmental period, children also tend to use
logical (empirico-deductive) reasoning, are nontheorists, and are limited to intrapropositional

25
thinking (occurring within the confines of a single proposition), whereas adolescents and adults
tend to use formal-operational thinking, use scientific (hypothetico-deductive) reasoning, are
theorists, use interpropositional thinking (relations among multiple propositions), and tend to use
efficient methods to generate all possible solutions (Flavell, 1977). Although it might be
tempting to make generalities based on these theoretical concepts, Flavell acknowledged that the
lines between cognitive levels are not as clear and tidy as they might appear. Flavell
acknowledged that if higher cognitive level thinking (formal operation) and reasoning
(hypothetico deductive) were to occur, it would most likely be by adolescents or adults, not
children in the preadolescence stage of development.
Metacognition. In addition to cognitive development, Flavell (1977) suggested that an
additional layer of thinking occurs that is cultivated primarily during adolescence, wherein
people “develop heightened consciousness of their own and other people’s physical processes”
(p. 123), or metacognition. Flavell (1979) hypothesized that younger children are limited in their
metacognition, that is, knowledge or cognition of cognitive phenomena. The importance of
cognitive monitoring has been associated with oral mechanisms (communication, persuasion,
comprehension); language mechanisms (reading comprehension, writing, language acquisition);
executive functioning (attention, memory, problem solving); as well as self-control and selfinstruction (Flavell, 1979). Flavell (1979) also recognized metacognition as being integrated with
SLT (i.e., SCT), cognitive behavior modification, personality development, and education.
Flavell asserted that four classes of phenomena comprise cognitive monitoring: metacognitive
knowledge, metacognitive experiences, goals (or tasks), and actions (or strategies).
Metacognitive knowledge is knowledge about the self or others as cognitive entities,
metacognitive experiences are conscious cognitive or affective experiences that involve
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intellectual enterprises, goals or tasks relate to the objectives or outcomes of these enterprises,
and actions or strategies refer to the cognitions or behaviors used to achieve these outcomes
(Flavell, 1979).
Flavell (1979) noted that “metacognitive knowledge consists primarily of knowledge of
beliefs about what factors or variables act and interact in ways to affect the course and outcome
of cognitive enterprises” (p. 907) and includes three major categories: person (as cognitive
processor), task (as cognitive enterprise), and strategy (cognitive or metacognitive process
related to goal attainment). Metacognitive experiences can vary in duration and complexity; they
can occur at any time during a cognitive enterprise; and according to Flavell, they can affect
goals or tasks, metacognitive knowledge, and cognitive actions or strategies. Flavell suggested
that these experiences can lead to changes in goal structures (revision, abandonment,
establishment of new goals); metacognitive knowledge (adding to, deleting from, revision of);
and activate strategies aimed at cognitive or metacognitive goals.
Although researchers have argued that children start developing metacognitive skills at
the ages of 8 to 10 years, studies have shown that younger children manifest basic forms of
planning, monitoring, and evaluation with age-appropriate tasks through observation and
modeling (Fox & Riconscente, 2008; Veenman, 2017). According to Veenman (2017), the early
development of metacognitive skills may have its roots in executive functions. Anderson (2002)
postulated that executive domains are mapped according to maturation. Attention control tends
to emerge during infancy and develop further throughout early childhood, whereas cognitive
flexibility, goal setting, and information processing develop throughout middle childhood
(Anderson, 2002). Anderson theorized that executive control emerges at the beginning of
adolescence.
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Panadero (2017) contended that SRL interventions that are grounded in SCT are
appropriate for primary education students but interventions that include higher proportions of
metacognitive elements are more appropriate for secondary education students. As cited in Fox
and Riconscente (2008), Vygotsky also acknowledged cognitive developmental differences and
theorized that reflective abstraction could not be achieved until adolescence. Children are able to
master the rules (standards) for directing various cognitive processes, but they develop the
capability of awareness of these processes as they mature (Vygotsky, as cited in Fox &
Riconscente, 2008).
Based on these theoretical insights, middle school may be an optimal time for helping
students to develop self-regulatory skills that include concrete-operational and formaloperational thinking. In the middle school context, it is likely that there is more overlapping of
cognitive levels of development than perhaps in the elementary (primarily preadolescence) and
high school (primarily adolescence) settings. This overlapping may present a greater challenge
for middle school educators when designing and implementing curricula, especially when
teaching multiple grades. When considering the range of cognitive and metacognitive
developmental levels of students enrolled in middle school, it might be appropriate to design
interventions according to students’ levels of development within the classroom context. In
essence, teaching practices and strategies developed for students who are in their first year of
middle school may be different from those in their last year.
SCT. SCT is distinct from previous psychological theories. Bandura (2001) gave a
historical account of paradigm shifts in psychological theorizing from a largely behavioristic
approach that involves environmental stimuli and reactions (input-output), to a more
computationalist model resembling that of a computer (input-linear throughput-output), to
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approaches that give humans more autonomy to solve problems, although falling short of delving
into agentic aspects of cognitive behaviors. Bandura posited that human survival has depended
on the ability of individuals to make self-judgments about their capabilities to navigate and
anticipate various challenges and hazards, as well as anticipate or predict the probable effects of
various events and their courses of action, in addition to regulating behavior based on
sociostructural opportunities and constraints, thus including an agentic aspect into his theory.
These beliefs provided a model that “enables people to achieve desired outcomes and avoid
untoward ones” (Bandura, 2001, p. 3).
SCT, which had its foundation in Bandura’s (1977) earlier SLT, comprises two theories:
behaviorism, a unidirectional view of causation between environment and behavior, and
cognitive learning theory, a bidirectional regulatory approach that includes the capacity of
integrating cognitive skills. In the earlier SLT, Bandura asserted that learning takes place through
response consequences, namely, positive or negative effects of actions and through observation,
particularly modeling (teacher, peer, or parent). Learning through response consequences
involves three functions: informational, motivational, and reinforcement (Bandura, 1977).
Bandura theorized that observational learning comprises four processes: attention, retention,
motor reproduction, and motivation. The key principles of SLT are observational learning (i.e.,
learning through the behaviors and consequences of others) and learning and performance as
different constructs: a person can learn a behavior, but not necessarily perform it until later or
perhaps not at all; reinforcement; and cognitive processes playing a role in learning (Bandura,
1977).
SCT is based on a tridirectional model involving interactions among individuals,
environments, and behaviors, and has several key tenets: observational and enactive learning,
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social diffusion and innovation, motivation, self-regulation, reciprocal determination, human
agency, self-efficacy, and cognitive regulation (Bandura, 1977, 1986). According to Bandura
(1986), the underlying tenet is reciprocal determination, which serves as the basis for other
components of SCT as well as various self-regulatory models. Working in tandem with
reciprocal determination, human agency is important to explore because it provides a foundation
for the various control mechanisms found in multiple components of self-regulation. Motivation
and self-efficacy are mechanisms of SCT that incorporate reciprocal determination as well as
human agency, and they refer to the more practical application components of SRL. Finally, goal
setting, a component of cognitive regulation, also is embedded in most SRL models.
Reciprocal Determinism and the Triadic Causation Model. According to Bandura
(1997), the term causation describes the functional dependence between and among events, and
triadic reciprocal causation describes this dependence among three determinants or influences:
behavior; personal factors relating to cognitive, affective, and biological events; and the external
environment. Each of these determinants is transactional and reciprocal in nature. For example,
behaviors are affected by environments, just as environments are potentially affected by
behaviors (Bandura, 1997). Bandura argued that these transactions are not necessarily equal in
strength and that the influence of the determinants will vary from event to event and their
individual circumstances (context). When reciprocal determination occurs in relation to personal
agency, this causation relies heavily on cognitive self-regulation (see various types of selfregulation later in this chapter) and is achieved through reflective thought, proactive use of
generative knowledge and skills, as well as other tools of self-influence that require choice and
action (Bandura, 1997).
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Schunk and Zimmerman (1997) provided examples of how this process works (see
Figure 1) in the classroom: personal variables (e.g., self-efficacy) can influence behavior
variables (task engagement, effort, persistence); behavior variables (e.g., working on a task) can
affect personal variables (progress monitoring); environmental variables (e.g., teacher
introducing novel or unusual stimulus) can influence behavior variables (student attention);
behavior variables (e.g., student confusion) can influence environmental variables (reteaching of
material); and environmental variables (e.g., noisy classroom) can influence personal variables
(levels of concentration), wherein high self-efficacious students redouble their mental
concentration levels to reduce the negative effects of the environment. As this triadic reciprocal
causation model indicates, human actors who are engaged in this process have some degree of
control or agency over the various variables.
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Figure 1
Zimmerman’s Triadic Analysis Model

Note. From “A Social Cognitive View of Self-Regulated Academic Learning,” by B. J.
Zimmerman, 1989, Journal of Educational Psychology, 81(3), p. 330. Copyright 1989 by the
American Psychological Association.
Human Agency. Another key tenet of SCT is human agency, or the ability of individuals
to influence their functioning and life circumstances intentionally (Bandura, 2005). Bandura
(2005) posited that through agency, people are proactive, self-organizing, self-regulating, and
self-reflecting. Human beings are not simply undergoers of experiences; rather, they are agents
of experiences and actions that include exploring, manipulating, and influencing the world
around them and “involve phenomenal consciousness and the purposive use of information and
self-regulative means to make desired things happen” (Bandura, 2001, pp. 2-3).
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According to Bandura (2001), human agency holds four core features: intentionality
(generating and acting on thoughts, thereby altering internal environments while resisting
external ones); forethought (planning, setting goals, and visualizing future outcomes, all of
which guide behaviors); self-reactiveness (making adjustments when recognizing wrong courses
of action, comparing performance with self and other’s standards and refining tactics); and selfreflectiveness (examining and evaluating actions, thoughts, and feelings throughout the task
process to influence subsequent thoughts and actions). Embedded within these core features are
various elements that help people to manifest agency, such as motivation, goal setting and
attainment, action planning, self-monitoring, self-regulation, and metacognitive self-reflection
(Bandura, 2001).
In addition to these core features, human agency encompasses three modes: personal,
proxy, and collective (Bandura, 2001). In the school setting, all three agency modes can exist. At
the personal level, students can plan (intention and forethought), monitor progress (selfreactiveness), and reflect on performance (self-reflective). When students are unable to act as
their own agents, they might be subject to proxy agency, meaning that teachers or peers may act
in some way on their behalf. In yet other situations, students could find themselves in
collaborative grouping in which collective agency would be needed as members of the group
plan, monitor, and reflect as an entity.
Bandura (2006) stated that “among the mechanisms of human agency, none is more
central or pervasive than beliefs of personal efficacy” (p. 3), which provides a foundation for
human beings’ well-being, motivation, and accomplishments. People will have little incentive to
act or to persevere when faced with difficulties if they do not believe that they can produce the
desired effects through their actions (Bandura, 1997, 2006). This tenet of SCT further develops

33
the assumption of personal control over various aspects of behavior, cognition, and environment,
and establishes various types of agency at the personal, proximal, and collective levels.
Self-Efficacy and Outcome Expectations. Bandura (1997) defined self-efficacy as the
perceived beliefs of individuals in their capability to organize and execute required courses of
action in order to produce given attainments (goals). According to Bandura, four sources can
influence efficacy levels: mastery experiences (e.g., practice), vicarious experiences (e.g.,
observations of peers), verbal persuasion (e.g., mentoring or coaching), and physiological and
affective states (e.g., emotions or anxiety). Although influences are not necessarily confined to
this list, Bandura noted that “any given influence, depending on its form, may operate through
one or more of these sources of efficacy information” (p. 79) that involves cognitive processing
through reflective thought (self-appraisal).
The cognitive processing component involves two separate functions: (a) the type of
information that people use to inform personal efficacy, and (b) the combination of rules
(standards) used to weigh and integrate efficacy source information in constructing personal
efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997). Of these four sources of influence, the mastery experience
tends to be the strongest because of the authentic nature of direct involvement with tasks
(Bandura, 1997). However, this strength varies due to other factors such as familial relationships
(e.g., Caprara et al., 2006; Usher, 2009); cultural and racial variables (Usher, 2009); and gender
(e.g., Dalland & Klette, 2014; Panadero et al., 2017).
Bandura (2001) postulated that efficacy also is manifested in each human agency mode,
including confidence in personal capabilities (self-efficacy), confidence in the proxy’s
capabilities to perform on one’s behalf (proxy efficacy), and confidence in the group’s
capabilities to perform successfully (collective efficacy). In the educational setting, any of these
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three mechanisms can play an important role in providing students with the support that they
may need. In addition, self-efficacy is fluid in nature, indicating that levels of perceived efficacy
can change throughout the task process, thereby influencing self-regulatory behavior,
performance, and learning in future endeavors (Bernacki et al., 2015). Bernacki et al. (2015)
found that changes in task perceptions may prompt students to alter metacognitive control
processes and strategies throughout the task completion process.
Solomon and Anderman (2017) wrote about the empirical connections between students’
self-efficacy and academic outcomes, making it a critical motivation construct for teachers to
consider. According to theorists such as Bandura (1997) and Schunk (1990), students who
struggle to complete work tend to be less motivated or have lower levels of self-efficacy that
may affect motivation toward task performance. Researchers of earlier studies (e.g., Schunk,
1985, 1990, 1991; Schunk & Gunn, 1986) formulated a foundation for future studies regarding
self-efficacy and SRL, wherein positive relationships between these constructs and academic
achievement have been established.
Schunk (1991) contended that self-efficacy and motivation are not only applicable to
students but also to educators. Bandura (1997) asserted that teachers’ self-efficacy may have a
significant influence on students’ motivation and achievement. Bandura suggested that teachers
who perceive that they have high levels of instructional self-efficacy tend to believe that all
students, even those who are difficult, are teachable; devote more classroom time to academic
activities; and create mastery experiences for students. Teachers with higher levels of selfefficacy tend to have a higher level of trust in their ability to manage the classroom, are less
authoritarian, and put forth greater effort and ingenuity in the classroom (Bandura, 1997).

35
Woolfolk Hoy and Davis (2006) reported that efficacy judgments may influence self-set
goals as well as effort expenditure and persistence in pursuit of these goals. As with all
judgments of self-efficacy, teachers’ self-efficacy is context specific, implying that efficacy
levels may fluctuate based on context (i.e., advanced class versus low-level class; Woolfolk Hoy
& Davis, 2006).Woolfolk Hoy and Davis developed a framework linking teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs to students’ outcomes that included various pathways based on direct, indirect, and
relational consequences related to teachers self-efficacy and resulting in various levels of student
motivation (environmental and personal).
Working in conjunction with self-efficacy are outcome expectancies (anticipated
outcomes) that depend on individuals’ self-judgments based on their ability to perform tasks
successfully in given situations (Bandura, 1997). According to Zimmerman (2009), self-efficacy
and outcome expectations provide learners with mental manifestations of future consequences
that can help to guide them to set goals for themselves.
Goal Attainment. Another component of SCT pertinent to my study is goal attainment.
Bandura (1997) explained three self-influences that guide motivation based on goals and
standards: affective self-evaluative reactions to performance, perceived self-efficacy for goal
attainment, and adjustment of personal standards based on attainment. Self-dissatisfaction of
substandard performance may lead to an increase in motivation and effort, as well as the
satisfaction of attainment (Bandura, 1997). These goals should be proximal (short term) rather
than distal (long term) for greater effect. Other attributes for constructing effective goals include
(a) goal specificity through explicit standards rather than general intentions, and (b) goal
challenges that incentivize higher levels of effort that are dependent on commitment and
persistence. Following is an explanation of the key tenets of SRL.
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Motivation and Metamotivation. Self-efficacy is one motivational construct associated
with SCT and SRL, but it is not the only source of motivation that needed to be examined.
Zimmerman (2000) viewed self-motivational beliefs vital to SRL as self-efficacy, outcome
expectancy, intrinsic interest or valuing, and goal orientation. According to Solomon and
Anderman (2017), most contemporary theories about academic motivation have gravitated
toward a social cognitive perspective and have focused on the self, cognitions, and social
contexts. These contexts include SCT (self-efficacy, reciprocal determination, and social
learning); goal orientation theory; self-determination theory; and expectancy-value theory
(Solomon & Anderman, 2017). Embedded in the various models of SRL are constructs that stem
from various theories of motivation representing various functions of motivation.
Goal Orientation Theory. Solomon and Anderman (2017) maintained that goal
orientation theory emphasizes the reasons that students engage in tasks rather than beliefs. Early
versions of this theory advanced two primary goals: performance and mastery (Ames, 1992).
Ames (1992) stated that performance and mastery goals represent “different conceptions of
success and different reasons for approaching and engaging in achievement activity” (p. 262).
Students who focus on mastery goals use previous task performance as a point of comparison
and engage in current tasks for the sake of learning, whereas students who focus on performance
goals make comparisons based on the performance of others and are concerned with
demonstrating ability relative to their peers (Ames, 1992; Solomon & Anderman, 2017).
Self-Determination Theory. According to Deci et al. (1989), self-determination refers to
experiencing “a sense of choice in initiating and regulating one’s own actions” (p. 580) and is
thought to be linked to such constructs as enhanced creativity, conceptual learning, self-esteem,
and general well-being. Self-determination focuses on three basic needs: competence (success or
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mastery), autonomy (control over outcomes), and relatedness (feeling of social belonging), and it
holds two basic tenets: intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation (Solomon & Anderman,
2017). Solomon and Anderman (2017) explained that intrinsic and extrinsic components exist
along a continuum that has multiple levels of motivation: amotivation (complete lack of
motivation); four levels of extrinsic motivation (external, introjected, identified, and integrated);
and intrinsic motivation (engagement fully and freely from external sources).
Expectancy-Value Theory. In its early development, expectancy-value theory referred to
individuals’ expectations of attaining given outcomes and the value placed on the outcomes. The
theory comprises four types of task achievement values: attainment value (importance of doing
well), intrinsic value (enjoyment), utility value (relating to future goals), and cost (all negative
aspects of task engagement; Solomon & Anderman, 2017; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992). According
to Wigfield and Eccles (1992), expectancies and values are cognitive as well as motivational.
Solomon and Anderman (2017) noted that a newer model supported by emerging empirical
evidence suggests the cost variable as having equal status with the achievement values rather
than as a mediator reflecting four subcomponents: task effort, other effort, loss of valued
alternatives, and negative psychological experiences resulting from failure. Solomon and
Anderman suggested that although these motivation theories focused on different approaches,
there was agreement that self-beliefs, individual cognitions, and social contexts may affect
motivation in significant ways.
Metamotivation. Boekaerts (1996) recognized that two mechanisms of SRL, cognitive
self-regulation and motivational self-regulation, had been developed in relative isolation from
each other. In response, she created a model of parallel frameworks within one system (see
Figure 2), in which the various components from these frameworks could interact with the
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others, resulting in a more comprehensive model that integrated the two mechanisms. The six
components of the SRL model reflect how students potentially could regulate cognitive and
motivational processes simultaneously.
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Figure 2
Boekaerts’s Six Components of SRL Model

Note. From “Self-regulated Learning at the Junction of Cognition and Motivation,” by M.
Boekaerts, 1996, European Psychologist, 1(2), p. 103. Copyright 1996 by Hogrefe & Huber.
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Despite this introduction to metamotivation relatively early in SRL history, Wolters
(2003) recognized that not enough emphasis had been placed on the motivation component of
SRL and also acknowledged this fact later (Wolters, 2011). Wolters (2003) referred to students’
motivation in the broad sense as not only the level of motivation but also the processes involved
relating to that level of motivation. SRM, on the other hand, referred to the purposeful actions of
individuals directed at achieving a level of motivation as well as having control over one or more
of the processes of motivation determining that level (Wolters, 2003).
Wolters (2011) postulated that although SRM is viewed at the individual level, like SRL,
it aligns with a social cognitive perspective in that social influences play a role. In the classroom
setting, for example, Wolters mentioned four ways that teachers can help students to develop
SRM knowledge, skills, and behaviors: modeling, scaffolding, direct instruction, and indirect
instruction through sociocultural means. Teaching the strategies found in the model, coupled
with instructional strategies, creates a foundation that can be applied within virtually any
classroom context (Wolters, 2011).
Regarding motivation, Wolters (2003) found a lack of emphasis on SRM, a component of
SRL. Wolters also perceived this lack of emphasis in a later article (see Wolters, 2011). In an
even earlier study, Wolters (1998) researched various strategies that college students used to
regulate motivation. From this early study, Wolters (2003, 2011) conceptualized numerous
strategies that have been used in the educational setting regarding motivation regulation: (a) selfconsequating (rewarding oneself for success); (b) goal-oriented self-talk (verbal self-coaching);
(c) interest enhancement (increasing intrinsic motivation); (d) environmental structuring
(minimizing effects from distractions through changes in the environment); (e) self-handicapping
(avoiding a task by preferring to attribute failure to not engaging in the task rather than risk

41
failure because of low ability or perceived incompetence); (f) attribution control (a priori
manipulation of causal attributions); (g) efficacy management (proximal goal setting, efficacy
self-talk); and (h) emotion regulation. Wolters (2003, 2011) also identified agentic influences
that could affect student motivation: teachers creating learning environments that foster
motivation in students; administrators, parents, and peers taking purposeful actions to improve
students’ motivation; and the actions of individual students to intervene in, manage, or control
aspects of task engagement.
Wolters (2011) explored the various ways that social processes could lead to students’
knowledge, awareness, and ability to self-regulate motivation. These processes included
modeling, scaffolding, and direct instruction from teachers, along with broader sociocultural
perspectives (Wolters, 2011). Miele and Scholer (2016) expanded on these findings to develop a
theoretical model of SRM.
Cognitive and Executive Functioning. Bandura (1977) contended that even though
most external influences affect behavior through mediating cognitive processes, cognitive factors
partly determine the level at which external events are observed, how they are perceived, any
possible lasting effects, what valence and efficacy they have, and any potential uses of the
information in future endeavors. Several domains are related to cognitive functioning: motivation
(representations of future outcomes, goal setting); representations of contingencies;
representational guidance of behavior; and thought control of action by covert problem solving
(Bandura, 1977). Bandura discussed several aspects of cognitive functioning related to SRL and
self-efficacy. Cognitive self-efficacy may be developed through aspirations (goals), cultivation
of intrinsic interest, direct instruction of metacognitive and self-regulatory skills, the provision of
performance feedback, and so on (Bandura, 1997). Thus, cognitive functioning (i.e., functioning
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that involves thought processes) and executive functioning (i.e., functioning that involves task
processes) are important components of SRL.
Follmer and Sperling (2016) stated that executive functioning describes “neurocognitive
processes that control and coordinate cognition and guide goal-directed behavior” (p. 560) that
aligns with neuropsychological research, information processing theory, and working memory
theory. Denckla and Mahone (2018) give three key elements regarding executive function
components including response control (response inhibition and response selection); working
memory (temporary retention of recent experiences); and planning (higher-order skills such as
organization, self-monitoring, and problem solving). Fernandez-Duque et al. (2000) referred to
executive functions as the ability to control thoughts and actions in order to reach goals.
Key aspects of executive functioning include, but are not limited to, planning,
organization skills, impulse control, motivation, and empathy (Garner, 2009). According to
Denckla and Mahone (2018), executive functions are important prerequisites for academic
competence because they provide the cognitive, affective, and behavioral foundations for
readiness and availability for learning. Hu et al. (2019) found that executive functions are
associated with the frontal lobe area of the brain and are vital for goal-oriented behavior and
cognitive control. Within the frontal lobe are regions responsible for various cognitive processes
associated with executive functions, so various lesions and dysfunctions associated with this area
of the brain “can cause a wide range of cognitive deficits and mental disorders, including
dyslexia, dyscalculia, obsessive-compulsive disorder, attention-deficit hyperactivity, and
schizophrenia” (Hu et al., 2019, p. 1).
Meltzer (2018) discussed core executive functions that included goal setting, cognitive
flexibility/shifting, organizing and prioritizing, working memory, and self-monitoring. Meltzer
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defined goal setting as the identification of short- and long-term goals; cognitive
flexibility/shifting as the ability to switch easily between and among approaches; prioritizing and
organizing as an ordering based on the relative importance and systematic arrangement of
information; assessing working memory as the mental juggling of information; and selfmonitoring as the identification and self-correcting of errors. Another reason for including these
processes was their alignment with metacognition and self-regulation. Executive functioning has
neuropsychological roots that are different from the theoretical roots of SRL, so the models
presented in the study (e.g., Zimmerman & Moylan, 2009) comprised processes from both
perspectives.
Dysfunctions and Development. As mentioned earlier, students who self-regulate
learning effectively tend to take a proactive approach (planning, performance monitoring,
reflecting) toward learning activities, whereas students who do not self-regulate learning
effectively tend to take a reactive approach (Zimmerman, 2000). According to Zimmerman
(2000), self-regulation is subject to multiple possible personal limitations that can result in
dysfunctional levels in the use of self-regulatory skills and strategies. These dysfunctions include
lack of social learning experiences, apathy or disinterest, mood disorders, and learning
disabilities that usually affect forethought and performance control techniques. Zimmerman
postulated that learners who have low self-regulation rely primarily on reactive methods to
maintain personal outcomes rather than proactive methods. Because SCT focuses more on
human behaviors and perceptions, the neuropsychological approach of executive dysfunctions
(e.g., ADHD) also needs to be considered when designing curricular practices and strategies.
Fortunately, much of the research that has been conducted within both theoretical domains share
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many similarities and implications for practice, such as goal setting, organizing and planning,
and self-regulatory processes (Meltzer, 2018).
Meltzer et al. (2018) believed that motivation, effort, executive function strategy use, and
academic performance interact in a cyclical manner and that the development of strong executive
function processes is key to attaining positive outcomes, even in the face of adversity. The
learning environment helps to mediate this cyclical relationship among self-perceptions, goal
setting, motivation, self-regulation, and emotion (Meltzer et al., 2018). Because self-regulatory
processes are context dependent, student positioning between reactive and proactive states can
fluctuate depending on the tasks.
Zimmerman (2000) noted that self-regulatory processes such as performance standards,
motivation, persistence, and values may be transferred. To illustrate the various levels of
competence regarding SRL, Zimmerman proposed the developmental levels of regulatory skill
model that consists of four tiers (see Table 1). The development of these competencies usually
requires social learning situations involving a model (e.g., teacher, peer, parent, or coach) to
observe and provide necessary feedback and guidance (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997;
Zimmerman, 2000).
Table 1
Zimmerman’s Developmental Levels of Regulatory Skill Model
Level

Name

Description

1

Observation

Vicarious induction of a skill from a proficient model

2

Emulation

Imitative performance of the general pattern or style of a model’s skill with social
assistance

3

Self-control

Independent display of the model’s skill under structured conditions

4

Self-regulation

Adaptive use of skill across changing personal and environmental conditions

Note. Adapted from “Attaining Self-Regulation,” by B. J. Zimmerman, 2000, in M. Boekaerts, P.
R. Pintirch, and M. Zeidner (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation, p. 29. Copyright 2000 by
Academic Press.
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The first level is observation, which is achieved when learners induce the main features
of skills or strategies from proficient models (e.g., teachers or peers) engaged in learning or
performing the skill (Zimmerman, 2000). The next level of competence is emulation, which
refers to the learners imitating or emulating the skills or strategies previously observed in
approximate ways to the performance of the models (Zimmerman, 2000). Zimmerman (2000)
proposed that previous use of the word “imitation” to describe the second level was inaccurate
because this term was identified more as mimicry or copying, whereas the term “emulation”
allowed for some variances. These first two levels of self-regulatory skill development relied
heavily on models (e.g., teachers or peers) as part of the learning process (Zimmerman, 2000).
The third level of self-regulatory competence is known as the self-controlled level.
Learners have a thorough grasp of the skills or strategies and can perform at the models’
standards independently, despite possible still requiring feedback from the models (Zimmerman,
2000). It is not until learners can adapt their performance systematically to changing conditions
at the personal and contextual levels that they achieve the self-regulated level of task skill
(Zimmerman, 2000). According to Zimmerman (2000), self-regulated learners can vary the use
of strategies and make adjustments based on outcomes with little or no dependence on models,
motivation is more dependent on self-efficacy perceptions, process monitoring is minimal, and
attention can be shifted toward performance outcomes without negative consequences.
Even at this highest level, learners depend on social resources, but they do so on a selfselective basis (Zimmerman, 2000). Zimmerman (2000) suggested that self-regulatory
competence begins with the highest level of guidance at the observation level and is
systematically reduced throughout the other levels. It is important to note that self-regulation is
context dependent and that new problems may hinder performance and require additional social
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learning experiences (Zimmerman, 2000). Developing self-regulatory skills is one aspect in
improving student academic performance, but this may not be sufficient for students who
struggle with motivation.
Theoretical Models for SRL
In the educational setting, SRL can take a variety of forms depending on the contexts in
the classroom environment, the task or tasks at hand, and the individual students in the
classroom. Because practical use of SRL is situational, it is essential that teachers be equipped
with a vast array of SRL practices and strategies that can be embedded within their instructional
endeavors. For this reason, the reader needs to be familiar with a variety of theoretical
perspectives. Researchers often use models to visually represent their perceptions of theoretical
applications and the various processes within, so examining these models may provide teachers
with deeper insight into their perceptions of SRL based on their own contexts. Naturally, the
historical evolution of model development mirrors that of the theoretical applications discussed
earlier in this chapter (i.e., periods of development, intervention, and operation). Before
exploring the historical and theoretical foundations of the models pertinent to this study, it is
important to understand how these models work, specifically in regard to the various processes
in these models.
Model Processes. SRL processes can be cyclical, sequential, interactive, or any
combination of these elements. For example, cyclical process models often are sequential,
whereas other models may be sequential and interactive. Although various processes may occur
within a model, the following examples illustrate how these processes are used. Two additional
models are also featured in this section that relate to the situated learning environment.
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Cyclical Processes of SRL. Cyclical process models generally focus on task performance
and include various processes that occur within the phases. An example of a cyclical model is
Zimmerman’s (2000) cyclical phases model. This model has three phases: forethought,
performance or volitional control, and self-reflection. According to Zimmerman (2000), the
forethought phase has two distinct yet linked categories: task analysis and self-motivational
beliefs. Task analysis comprises goal setting and strategic planning, and self-motivational beliefs
comprise self-efficacy, outcome expectations, intrinsic interest or valuing, and goal orientation
(Zimmerman, 2000). The performance or volitional control phase, later referred to as the
performance phase (Zimmerman, 2012) holds the categories of self-control and self-observation
(Zimmerman, 2000). Zimmerman (2000) suggested that self-control processes involve such
behaviors as self-instruction (providing overt or covert descriptions on how to proceed
throughout tasks); imagery (forming mental pictures); attention focusing (improving
concentration, screening out other covert processes and environmental distractions); and task
strategies (reducing tasks to their essential components and reorganizing them meaningfully).
Self-observation involves tracking specific aspects of task performance, the conditions that
influence performance, and the effects produced (Zimmerman, 2000).
Zimmerman (2000) noted that self-recording is a common self-observation technique that
may increase the effectiveness of feedback. Self-experimentation is a possible product of selfobservation when diagnostic information is unavailable, which involves systematic adjustments
of various aspects of functioning being considered (Zimmerman, 2000). A later version of this
model (e.g., Zimmerman & Moylan, 2009) adds time management, environmental structuring,
help seeking, interest incentive, and self-consequence subprocesses, underpinning the
relationship between SRL and executive functioning within the model.
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Self-reflection is the third phase of self-regulation, and it includes self-judgment and selfreactions (Zimmerman, 2000). According to Zimmerman (2000), self-judgment involves selfevaluating performance (relating to goals) and determining causal attributions relating to
outcomes. Zimmerman identified four distinctive criteria in self-evaluations: mastery, previous
performance, normative, and collaborative. Causal attributions refer to judgments about
performance and specific reasons for success or failure (Bandura, 1997). Because self-judgment
relates to performance and outcomes, self-reactions relate to more affective states (selfsatisfaction) and conclusions to guide future use of self-regulatory efforts (adaptive or defensive
inferences), thereby completing the cycle (Zimmerman, 2000). Under SRL, this feedback loop
relies heavily on self-processes and less on external sources, although not necessarily absent
from these outside influences, even at the highest levels of self-regulation (Zimmerman, 2000).
Butler and Winne’s (1995) model of SRL (see Figure 3) includes both internal (through
monitoring) and external feedback (from teachers or peers). Various other models also are
cyclical, but some focus more on a sequential approach (e.g., Pintrich, 2000).
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Figure 3
Butler & Winne’s Model of SRL

Note. From “Feedback and Self-Regulated Learning: A Theoretical Analysis,” by D. L.
Butler & P. H. Winne, 1995, Review of Educational Research, 65(3), p. 248. Copyright
1995 by American Educational Research Association.

Sequential Processes of SRL. Sequential processes may relate either to task performance
or to the development of self-regulatory skills, such as Zimmerman’s (2000) development of
levels of regulatory skill model discussed earlier in this chapter. Pintrich’s (2000) four phases
and four areas of SRL model (see Table 2) suggests a sequence of phases
(forethought/planning/activation, monitoring, control, reaction/reflection) that relate to types of
self-regulation (cognitive, motivational/affective, behavioral, contextual) and the various
strategies that can be used at each phase throughout task performance.
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Table 2
Pintrich’s Four Phases and Four Areas of SRL Model

Note. From “The Role of Goal Orientation in Self-Regulated Learning,” by P. R. Pintrich, 2000,
in M. Boekaerts, P. R. Pintrich, and M. Zeidner (Eds.), Handbook of Self-Regulation, p. 454.
Copyright 2000 by Academic Press.
During the first phase, for example, students self-regulate at the cognitive level by
examining prior content and metacognitive knowledge; at the motivational/affective level by
examining task interest and self-efficacy, as well as adopting a goal orientation (e.g., mastery or
performance); at the behavioral level by planning for time and effort, as well as selfobservations; and at the contextual level by examining perceptions regarding task and context
(Pintrich, 2000). The sequence continues through the various phases involving each type of
regulation. Cognitive self-regulation refers to various cognitive and metacognitive strategies that
students may use to learn, perform, control, and regulate tasks by using content and strategic
knowledge (Pintrich, 2000).
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Pintrich (2000) postulated that motivational/affective regulation concerns various
motivational self-beliefs relating to tasks (self-efficacy, values) as well as affective reactions
(positive or negative) to the tasks. Behavioral self-regulation reflects the effort toward task
completion as well as the level of persistence and other behaviors, such as seeking help and
making choices about the tasks (Pintrich, 2000). The final type of self-regulation that according
to Pintrich is different from the first three is that this type of regulation involves more external
factors that focus on the context of the task or activity that can facilitate or constrain SRL. In the
educational setting, understanding the cyclical and sequential processes of SRL may allow
teachers and students to make better use of practices and strategies to engage in academic tasks
and activities. Other models feature more interactive approaches.
Interactive Processes of SRL. Interactive processes found in SRL models may vary, but
they still involve interactions between and among various components. As shown in
Zimmerman’s (2000) triadic analysis model, Zimmerman distinguished among several types of
self-regulation: behavioral, environmental, and covert (personal). Zimmerman stated that
behavioral self-regulation involves self-observation and strategic adjustments to performance
processes, environmental self-regulation refers to observations and adjustments made to
environmental factors (conditions and outcomes); and covert self-regulation involves monitoring
cognitive and affective states followed by making any needed adjustments. Under SCT, these
types of self-regulation do not exist independent of each another; instead, they have causal
relationships in that task performance (behavior), observations and other external factors
(environmental), and cognitive monitoring and affective states (covert/personal) can have a
multidirectional influence (reciprocal determinism; Zimmerman, 2000).
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Boekaerts’s (1996) six components of SRL model is less sequential and cyclical than
other models and explores the interactive nature between self-regulatory structures (cognitive &
motivational) and processes relating to goals, strategies, and domain-specific knowledge.
According to this model, the processes work in a parallel but interrelated manner so that
cognitive and motivational aspects are used concurrently throughout task performance
(Boekaerts, 1996). This model focuses more on the how rather than the when of self-regulation,
unlike sequential and cyclical models, as well as the relationships between regulatory structures
and processes. In this model, Boekaerts presented six components of SRL within three domains
(i.e., goals, strategy use, and domain-specific knowledge) and two self-regulatory mechanisms
(i.e., cognitive self-regulation and motivational self-regulation). The six components are
cognitive regulatory strategies (cognitive self-regulation/goals), motivational regulatory
strategies (motivational self-regulation/goals), cognitive strategies (cognitive selfregulation/strategy use), motivation strategies (motivational self-regulation/strategy use), content
domain (cognitive self-regulation/domain-specific knowledge), and metacognitive knowledge
and motivational beliefs (motivational self-regulation/domain-specific knowledge).
Situated Learning Model. Butler and Cartier’s (2018) situated learning model (see
Figure 4), originally published in 2004 and later adapted to its current state, applies to classroom
contexts and comprises several features: considerations of what students bring to the classroom
(history of students); historical, cultural, social, and community contexts, as well as school and
classroom environment contexts; teaching and learning activities (including the design and
support of SRL and assessment practices); and dynamic forms of SRL support embedded in
activities as they unfold within the classroom and community environments (e.g., through
homework). This model also considers the engagement of students through continuous appraisals
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and by their emotional and motivational experiences (Butler & Cartier, 2018). Fundamental to
this model is student engagement “in the iterative, dynamic cycles of strategic actions so central
to SRL, including interpreting expectations, setting personal goals, planning, enacting strategies,
self-monitoring, and adjusting (i.e., control)” (Butler & Cartier, 2018, p. 358). Using this situated
model of SRL, Butler and Cartier illustrated how case study design can help researchers to
identify contemporary challenges in the study of SRL in a variety of contexts.
Figure 4
Butler & Cartier’s Situated Learning Model

Note. From “Advancing Research and Practice About Self-Regulated Learning.” By D. L.
Butler and S. C. Cartier, 2018, in D. H. Schunk and J. A. Greene (Eds.) Handbook of
Self-Regulation of Learning and Performance, p. 357. Copyright 2018 by Taylor &
Francis.
Metamotivational Model of Motivation Regulation. Miele and Scholer (2018) defined
motivation regulation as “the process by which one attempts to maintain a level and type of
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motivation needed to optimally pursue some goal” (p. 3), wherein the goals are specific to tasks
or outcomes rather than related to general motivational tendencies (i.e., goal orientation). Also
not included in Panadero’s (2017) meta-analysis is Miele and Scholer’s (2018) metamotivational
model of motivation regulation (see Figure 5). Based on Wolter’s (1998, 2003, 2011) findings,
Miele and Scholer (2016, 2018) developed and revised a model of motivation regulation
focusing on dynamic processes that students use to regulate motivation regarding the pursuit of
specific task goals. This cyclical process model comprises processes related to task engagement
as well as motivational components, costs and obstacles, metacognitive knowledge types,
selection of motivation regulation strategies, self-assessment, goals, and monitoring.
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Figure 5
Miele and Scholer’s Metamotivational Model of Motivation Regulation

Note. From “The Role of Metamotivational Monitoring in Motivation Regulation.” By D. B.
Miele and A. A. Scholer, 2018, Educational Psychologist, 53(1), p. 2. Copyright 2018 by
Division 15, American Psychological Association.
This model was intended to be used to guide future research related to student monitoring
of task motivation (Miele & Scholer, 2018). This model (a) identifies various components of
motivation likely to be regulated, (b) specifies phenomenological experiences indicating the
status of various components, and (c) emphasizes ways that the quantity and quality of
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motivation are monitored by students (Miele & Scholer, 2018). Embedded this model are various
motivational components: self-efficacy, intrinsic value, self-relevant value, external value,
promotion value, and prevention value. These components are grounded in various theories:
expectancy-value theory, self-determination theory, and regulatory fit theory (Miele & Scholer,
2018). Miele and Scholer (2018) identified the need for research in the field of SRM across
broad contexts to answer questions about their model and various components of the model.
Models such as these provide valuable information about conceptual relationships
between and among various types and components of SRL, as well as the processes and
strategies that make up SRL. Referring to the various models may help teachers to understand
these relationships more clearly.
Key Tenets of SRL
Several key tenets of SRL were relevant to my study. These tenets of SRL consist of a
process that is cyclical, although sequential and interactive processes may apply, that includes
various phases (i.e., planning, performance monitoring, and reflection), with strategies and
practices embedded in these phases and including feedback looping. Several modes of selfregulation can take place in the classroom (self, proxy, and collective). Although multiple
models provide visual representations of various theories, Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009)
cyclical phases model (see Figure 6) illustrates these key tenets well. Each tenet is discussed
next.
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Figure 6
Zimmerman and Moylan’s Cyclical Phases Model

Note. From “Self-Regulation: Where Metacognition and Motivation Intersect,” by B. J.
Zimmerman and A. R. Moylan, 2009, in D. J. Hacker, J. Dunlosky, and A. C. Graesser (Eds.),
Handbook of Metacognition in Education, p. 300. Copyright 2009 by Taylor & Francis.
Cyclical Process of SRL. SRL involves a cyclical process that students can use to selfgenerate various cognitions (metacognitive and motivational), feelings, and behaviors (actions)
that purposefully guide them toward attaining learning goals (Schunk, 2009; Zimmerman &
Moylan, 2009). Schunk (2009) suggested that the SRL process is cyclical because various factors
may change throughout the learning process and must be monitored, leading to adaptations of
strategies, cognitions, affects, and behaviors. Although SRL is considered cyclical, processes
also may include sequential and interactive features, depending on the model. Various models of
SRL processes are explained later in the chapter.
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Three Phases of SRL. Panadero (2017) asserted that theorists and researchers have
viewed SLR as having three phases referenced differently by name or process: In the planning
phase, students prepare to work on tasks. In the performance phase, students monitor progress
and make needed adjustments to strategies. In the reflection phase, once tasks have been
completed, students reflect on task performance and use that information to plan for future task
endeavors.
Practices and Strategies in the Phases. Embedded within the SRL process are various
subprocesses (i.e., practices and strategies) that students use to regulate their learning. These
strategies and practices are related to cognition/metacognition, motivation, and executive
functioning. When self-regulating, students use strategies and practices that are task and context
dependent (Schunk, 2009).
Feedback Looping. Another key tenet of SRL is self-oriented feedback looping.
Zimmerman (2009) explained that this loop refers to a cyclical process used by students to
monitor their learning effectiveness in multiple ways that can range from changes in selfperception (covert) to changes in behavior (overt). Students may use this information, for
example, to adjust or replace learning strategies in current or future endeavors.
Modes of Regulation. Based on SCT theory, there are three modes of regulation. At the
self-level, students regulate their own learning or motivation; at the proxy level, students rely on
external sources to regulate their own learning or motivation; and at the collective level,
regulation of learning or motivation takes place in a group setting. Zimmerman (2000)
hypothesized that students who self-regulate effectively tend to take a proactive approach to
learning and that students who do not self-regulate effectively take a more reactive approach.
Ineffective self-regulation may be the result of various dysfunctions in SRL development, as well
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as various skill or strategy use. According to Schunk and Zimmerman (1997), students need to
develop self-regulatory skills through a series of levels to be successful academically. This table
illustrates the transfer of a skill from the proxy to the self. Järvelä and Hadwin (2013)
hypothesized collaborative modes of regulation, including self-regulation, coregulation
(support), and shared regulation (collective). This model can be useful in the classroom context
because students who have not developed the skills or motivation to self-regulate may rely on
other modes such as supportive coregulation with teachers, parents, or peers (proxy) or from
peers (collective).
Although students may have developed self-regulatory skills, they may not self-regulate
for a variety of reasons (Schunk, 2009). Schunk (2009) contended that self-regulation is
situationally specific and context dependent and even although some of self-regulatory skills
may be generalized across various domains (such as setting goals), other skills may be domain
specific and require additional support mechanisms, such as building student efficaciousness
within the domain.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework that I developed for this study was based on the practical
application of the theoretical foundation in addition to various elements related to professional
learning and teacher leadership. The PL framework was housed in a learning management
platform (Canvas) that SVSD, and therefore SVMS, already had in place and that the participant
teachers were already familiar with and using in their own classroom contexts. Canvas had been
in use across the school district for more than 4 years and was used extensively during the
COVID-19 pandemic. When developing the PL framework, I considered historical applications
and models of SRL, PL, and teacher leadership, as well as the impact of SRL in the classroom,

60
various research on SRL practices and strategies, and the middle school context in relation to
SRL. Within the conceptual framework of this study, PL referred to actions and experiences that
promote improvements to teaching practices and student learning. Professional development
(PD) described growth teachers experience resulting from PL experiences. Teacher development
referred to various stages teachers go through as they advance throughout their careers and was
used to establish teaching experience of the participants as part of the demographics data.
Teacher leadership was used to define my role within the PL framework as a facilitator and
coach regarding the training and implementation of the framework.
Central Phenomenon
The central phenomenon of this study was to obtain data gleaned from the teachers’
perceptions, experiences, and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL practices and student
strategies in the middle school classroom. The PL framework (see Appendix A) held a training
phase to provide the participants with theoretical knowledge about SRL, followed by an
implementation phase that gave the participants the opportunity to apply adapted or developed
practices (teacher centered) and strategies (student centered).
Evolution of School Reform, PL/PD, and Teacher Leadership
The role of teacher leader, coupled with professional development in today’s schools, has
emerged from an evolution of historical, social, and cultural contexts, and includes a variety of
concepts; frameworks; theoretical underpinnings, including those related to teacher change, adult
learning theory, effective PL and PD; and effective professional learning communities (PLCs)
with the purpose of making positive impacts on school culture, professional practice, and,
ultimately, student learning. To help to meet the needs of contemporary schools and support
meaningful change, a partnership between and among students, teachers, and families must be
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established (Fullan, 2016). Grant and Ray (2019) also included communities in this partnership,
explaining that schools are part of communities and are not isolated from them. Thus, having a
strong relationship with community members benefits schools and communities (Grant & Ray,
2019).
There have been numerous attempts at effective school reform, but very few examples
that have made a large impact (Fullan, 2016). According to Fullan (2016), the reform movement
began in the late 1950s as a reaction to the launch of Sputnik and the U.S. government’s call for
national education reform focused on large-scale national curriculum initiatives that failed to
deliver significant advancement. This trend seemed to continue through the 1970s, 1980s, and
1990s, with little to no improvement, despite the increased number of reform attempts (Fullan,
2016). Newer national approaches to education reform beginning in the early 2000s tended to
target what needed to be changed without providing the how in administering change, a situation
that led to dismal results (Fullan, 2016). Fullan agreed that even though the Common Core State
Standards, despite well-written standards, offered some hope, they are complicated and difficult
to implement because the development of pedagogical capacities that align with the standards
can be overly challenging. Reeves (2009) observed that “educators are drowning under the
weight of initiative fatigue” (p. 14) because more is being asked of their resources (emotional
energy, money, and time). Each added initiative dilutes the effectiveness of others already in
place, leading to organizational ineffectiveness (Reeves, 2009).
From a historical perspective, teachers have had a narrow view of PL (Guskey, 2000) that
has included regarding PL as isolated events that take place throughout the school year with little
to no input from teachers; topics that are seemingly irrelevant; or just a step to an end goal such
as recertification, job retention, or completion of a graduate program (Guskey, 2000). According
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to Guskey (2000), although these time-based requirements may emphasize the importance of
continuous learning, this is rarely the case; instead, they reinforce the notion that PL is
constricted to “a series of unrelated, short-term workshops and presentations with little follow-up
or guidance for implementation” (p. 15).
Guskey (2000) suggested several notable reasons past efforts to identify effective PL
have yielded limited results: confusion about the criteria that measure effective PL, a focus on
the main effect regarding PL implementation, and neglect of important qualities of PL. Guskey
advised using an alternative approach by focusing on efforts that have yielded demonstrable
results rather than combing through PL/PD literature to attempt to identify elements that only
appear to make a difference.
Despite these failures in educational change, Fullan (2016) provided several examples of
successful, large-scale reforms that can be used to model future reform efforts. Several factors
that have led to successes are sustainable reform interventions; collaboration in planning;
observations of others in practice; and the continuous seeking, testing, and revising of teaching
strategies (Fullan, 2016). Fullan asserted that educational change means changing the cultures of
classrooms, schools, and districts to those involving a shared meaning between and among the
various stakeholders. The history of school reform has not always been stellar, but these
experiences have led to reform initiatives that have been increasingly effective over the years.
Despite the push for interventions on a grand scale, however, Solomon and Anderman (2017)
asserted that although expensive, large-scale interventions can have a positive effect on student
motivation, simple changes in instructional practices from teachers can have a powerful effect on
student achievement motivation – both positively and negatively. The traditional approaches to
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school leadership may not be adequate in providing the necessary training and sustainable
support for these smaller-scale initiatives.
The concept of teacher leadership emerged in the 1980s, paralleling school reform
efforts with a focus on the viability of the teaching profession, state economies being reliant on
high quality education and high quality teachers and diminished professional growth due to the
isolated culture of teaching (York-Barr & Duke, 2004). According to York-Barr and Duke
(2004), some of the early initiatives to help remedy these challenges included merit pay based on
teacher performance, career ladders, and mentor teacher plans as well as site-based decision
making all of which included active participation of teachers in leadership roles. These initiatives
sought to increase both the status of the professional teacher as well as various rewards to
“attract and retain intellectually talented individuals, to promote teaching excellence through
continuous improvement, to validate teacher knowledge about effective educational practices,
and to increase teacher participation in decision making about classroom and organizational
issues.” (York-Barr & Duke, 2004, p. 256)
Simpson (2021) suggested that teacher leadership has become progressively vital because
schools face challenges with both societal and student achievement factors in addition to the
teaching profession becoming more complex and less rewarding. A shared leadership model can
enhance school culture, support faculty, improve student learning and outcomes, build support
within the community, and allow teachers to get involved with school policy at the local and
state levels (Simpson, 2021). According to various authors (Simpson, 2021; York-Barr & Duke,
2004), teachers can lead in a variety of formal and informal ways. These are explored in more
detail later in this chapter.
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Key Tenets of Teacher Leadership
Levin and Schrum (2017) defined teacher leadership as “those who lead in various formal
and informal ways in their classrooms, schools, districts, and communities” (p. 4). Levin and
Schrum further defined teacher leaders as individuals who share their knowledge and experience
with others, facilitate PL opportunities, serve on various committees and task forces, and work
with families. Throughout the history of teacher leadership there have been other definitions as
well. York-Barr and Duke (2004) referred to teacher leadership as “the process by which
teachers, individually or collectively, influence their colleagues, principals, and other members
of school communities to improve teaching and learning practices with the aim of increased
student learning and achievement” (pp. 287–288) and involves development at the individual,
collaborative or team, and organization levels. For their review of teacher leadership literature,
Wenner and Campbell (2017) defined teacher leaders as “teachers who maintain K-12
classroom-based teaching responsibilities, while also taking on leadership responsibilities outside
of the classroom” (p. 140), but expand on this definition by providing attributes of teacher
leaders such as those related to skills, values, and dispositions including being open minded and
respectful of other viewpoints, optimistic, enthusiastic, confident, and decisive. These
dispositions are essential to leadership because they are needed to develop and maintain
professional and collaborative relationships (Wenner & Campbell, 2017). Wenner and Campbell
contend that effective teacher leadership equates to effective professional development and that
the role of a teacher leader is to inspire colleagues to improve instructional practices and student
learning and state “teacher leaders are, in essence, school-based professional developers.” (p.
172)
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Levin and Schrum (2017) asserted that teacher leadership is the most effective when
supported by a school culture that embraces various styles of leadership, including
transformative, distributive, and instructional.
Transformational Teacher Leadership. Leaders who follow a transformative approach
build the confidence of other teachers, serve as a role model for other teachers, motivate others to
collaborate to achieve a shared vision and solve problems without fear of criticism, have a clear
vision, encourage others to see meaning in their work, challenge them to meet high standards,
encourage others to take an active role in school or district culture and climate, and treat others
as unique individuals with specific knowledge and talents (Levin & Schrum, 2017).
Distributive Teacher Leadership. Levin and Schrum (2017) viewed distributive
leadership as having several interacting and interdependent components: leaders, followers, and
situations that work in top-down, all-directional flows to stimulate authentic change for all
stakeholders. In this model, leadership is distributed throughout the organization. It does not take
the more traditional approach of leadership being primarily a top-down endeavor, with
administrators making most of the decisions. Distributed leadership is necessary in contemporary
schools because as Levin and Schrum stated, “We need teacher leaders today because no one
person can possibly accomplish everything needed to run a school well” (p. 5). Levin and Shrum
identified several reasons to justify following the distributed leadership model: complexities of
running a school effectively; active engagement of teachers in initiatives that focus on improving
student performance; achievement of more through collaborative efforts; and a more positive
culture through collegiality and an increase in the cultivation of knowledge, skills, and
dispositions.
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Instructional Teacher Leadership. Instructional leadership is a model in which
administrators take responsibility for shaping school improvements and try to provide learning
climates that are free from disruptions, promote clear teaching objectives, and have high teacher
expectations for student performance (Levin & Schrum, 2017). Instructional leadership involves
PL activities and encourages opportunities to welcome and learn from mistakes, work
collaboratively, and become metacognitive about teaching with the goal of improving practice
(Levin & Schrum, 2017). According to Hattie (2015), the transformative leadership approach
tends to focus on teachers, whereas the instructional leadership lens focuses more on student
performance. Levin and Schrum (2017) supported a leadership model incorporating any or all
three leadership styles.
Attributes of Teacher Leaders. In addition to adhering to the most appropriate teacher
leadership style, teacher leaders need to have the necessary dispositions, knowledge, and skills to
lead effectively (Levin & Schrum, 2017).
Dispositions. Levin and Schrum (2017) suggested numerous dispositions that effective
teacher leaders should possess: open mindedness and respect for others; energetic, persistent,
ethical, accepting, optimistic, and invested traits; and great communicators. Levin and Schrum
stated that “teacher leaders, and school leaders as well, should be explicit about the dispositions
they believe are important, strive to enact them, and seek to cultivate them in others” (p. 37).
Knowledge. Levin and Schrum (2017) asserted that teacher leaders need certain
knowledge to lead effectively: having self-knowledge, which includes metacognitive thinking;
understanding the needs of adults (i.e., andragogy – the study of how adults learn); having
knowledge pertaining to various generational differences; and knowing the stages of teacher
development. Other knowledge needed for teacher leadership includes understanding educational
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policy and systems thinking, change theory and organizational theory, school culture and
climate, and effective and culturally responsive parent involvement (Levin & Schrum, 2017).
Skills. In addition to disposition and knowledge, teacher leaders need to have a variety of
interpersonal skills that include effective communication, group facilitation, time management,
and conflict resolution s (Levin & Schrum, 2017). According to Levin and Schrum (2017),
communication is effective when used with various strategies, such as asking questions that are
clarifying, eliciting, and leading, as well as using praise and concrete feedback. It also is
important to examine the use of different types of discussion: debate, dialogue, and deliberation
(Levin & Schrum, 2017). When facilitating groups, teacher leaders need to set guidelines and
norms because they help to establish and monitor ground rules, stress the importance of listening
and helping to deal with conflict, rotate responsibility, clarify the purpose and mission of the
group; publicly recognize the contributions of group members, and end sessions with meaningful
and constructive comments about progress and process (Levin & Schrum, 2017).
Key Tenets of Teacher Development, PL, and PD
Teachers’ development as professionals depends on the use of cognitive, motivational,
and behavioral aspects of andragogy. Adult learning theory (Knowles, 1980) has several basic
assumptions about the characteristics of adult learners (as cited in Levin & Schrum, 2017). Levin
and Schrum (2017) stated that teacher development occurs in phases or stages and may vary
from teacher to teacher. These stages range from beginner or novice to expert and also include
evolutionary pedagogical practices ranging from naïve empiricism to connected constructivism
(Levin & Schrum, 2017).
Adult Learning Theory. According to Levin and Schrum (2017), adult learning theory
literature has mentioned several basic assumptions about the characteristics of adult learners:
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They are more self-directed, they use past experiences to support new learning, they are usually
more intrinsically motivated, they are focused on problem solving, and they appreciate learning
that is relevant and has practical real-world application (Levin & Schrum, 2017). Levin and
Schrum summarized several ways that teacher leaders can meet the needs of adult learners:
acknowledging and making use of prior knowledge and experiences, recognizing the need for
affiliation and connection, making learning active and interactive, and recognizing that different
learning styles exist.
Two Models for Teacher Development. Levin and Schrum (2017) discussed two
models to explain how teachers develop throughout their careers that also can be used by
teachers to self-assess where they are developmentally. The first model has five perceived stages
of teacher development: novice, advanced beginner, competent, proficient, and expert. Novice
teachers can be preservice teachers and 1st-year teachers, and these teachers typically use
context-free approaches, display minimal skills, and use commonplace practices (Levin &
Schrum, 2017). According to Levin and Schrum, typically, advanced beginner teachers are in
their 2nd or 3rd year of teaching, and they begin developing knowledge that is episodic as well
as strategic, and add context into their approaches, but they may still not have a sense of what is
important or know what rules and procedures that they can diverge from or follow. The
competent stage of teacher development, usually reached during the 3rd or 4th year, sees the
emergence of increased metacognitive and self-regulatory skills as teachers begin to make
deliberate decisions, are able to prioritize and set goals, display higher levels of personal agency
over the classroom and curriculum, and distinguish between and among levels of importance
with fewer timing and targeting errors (Levin & Schrum, 2017).

69
Levin and Schrum (2017) described proficient teachers as being able to use
metacognitive skills strategically when analyzing and making decisions, have intuition and
conceptualizations that are more developed and more easily applied, and exhibit more
transferability in that they recognize situations and can predict outcomes. Expert teachers tend to
be characterized by cognitions and actions that are flexible, fluid, and flowing; require less
analytical or deliberate thinking about pedagogical decisions because of increased
automatization; and are quick to recognize and deliberately analyze problems (Levin & Schrum,
2017). For this study, I referred to the expert teacher participants as veteran teachers.
The second model addresses four components of pedagogy (i.e., teacher cognitions about
teaching, learning, behavior, and childhood development) that have six levels of philosophical
outlooks regarding what teachers do in the classroom: (a) naïve empiricism (showing and
telling), (b) everyday behaviorism (modeling and reinforcement), (c) global constructivism
(hands-on experiences), (d) differentiated constructivism (guiding of student thinking within a
single domain), (e) integrated constructivism (student engagement and guidance across multiple
domains), and (f) connected constructivism (student engagement and metacognitive awareness;
Levin & Schrum, 2017). According to this model, teachers begin by using approaches that are
teacher focused (e.g., telling and showing students what they need to know in ways that are
appealing), and learning tends to happen through experiencing, followed by teachers’ modelling
and reinforcement practices so that students learn through active approaches (e.g., practice and
drills; Levin & Schrum, 2017). The next stages involve teacher practices that move from
providing hands-on learning activities to guiding student thinking; engaging students in
challenging activities and guiding conceptualizations; and encouraging metacognitive awareness
and understanding of academic, social, and ethical issues and concepts (Levin & Schrum, 2017).
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This model aligns with Zimmerman’s (2000) developmental levels of regulatory skill model, in
which students learned to self-regulate learning through observing (teacher explains and
demonstrates), emulating (student imitates modelled actions or behaviors), self-controlling
(independent practice with feedback), and self-regulating (students initiate and work
independently, with feedback as necessary). Several factors influence teacher development: (a)
high-quality and ongoing PL opportunities; (b) provisions for supporting personal and
professional growth; and (c) opportunities to use reflective, metacognitive thinking (Levin &
Schrum, 2017).
Reeves (2009) noted that school leaders set the direction for professional growth. In the
past, this direction frequently came in the form of vendor-led PL using a workshop format
delivered to many educators at once in a nondifferentiated lecture style (Reeves, 2009). Easton
(2011) suggested PL in the form of a PLC as an approach, rather than a traditional approach,
stating 12 characteristics of effective professional growth that can be summed up as activities
that lead to authentic, effective, and content-rich learning situations that lead to improved student
achievement based on real data in a culture of quality and collaboration furthering the
development of collective teacher knowledge and skills that make this learning sustainable.
In their analysis, Donovan et al. (1999) identified several key principles about students
and teachers. Students come to the classroom with preconceptions about a variety of topics, and
if their initial understandings are not engaged, they may fail to grasp new concepts. To develop
competence, students must have a deep foundation of knowledge, understand ideas and facts
within a topic’s conceptual framework, be able to organize knowledge so that they can retrieve
the knowledge and apply it, and adopt metacognitive practices through instruction that can
enable them to take more control of their learning by setting learning goals and monitoring
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progress in attaining them (Donovan et al., 1999). According to Donovan et al., to meet these
student needs, teachers need to work with students’ preconceptions and integrate them into the
learning experience, provide opportunities for students to learn in depth by providing multiple
examples and a firm foundation of knowledge, and integrate metacognitive skills into the
curriculum.
In designing a study that met the needs of all stakeholders, it was important to include
various best practices regarding teacher leadership and teacher’s professional growth, with
student needs as the basis for any initiatives. Following the recommendations of Fullan (2016),
PL frameworks should focus on a small number of ambitious goals with student achievement in
mind that involves whole-school reform through PL opportunities that expand individual and
collective capacities through a transparent process. This study did not involve whole-school
reform; rather, the intention was to develop a PL framework that could potentially be applied
within a larger context. However, I did look at several models to design the PL framework of this
study.
Models for PL. I explored three models for developing the PL framework for this study:
Darling-Hammond et al. (2017), Easton (2011), and Guskey (2000).
Darling-Hammond Model. Although I used various components of previous models
when developing the PL framework, I focused on and incorporated various characteristics of
design elements of effective PL (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017):
1.

PL is content focused.

2.

PL incorporates active learning utilizing adult learning theory.

3.

PL supports collaboration, typically in job-embedded contexts.

4.

PL uses models and modeling of effective practice.

72
5.

PL provides coaching and expert support.

6.

PL offers opportunities for feedback and reflection.

7. PL is of sustained duration.
According to Darling-Hammond et al. (2017), it is not necessary that all of these
standards be used to be effective. However, successful models usually feature a number of these
components simultaneously. I used the following characteristics, as discussed below.
PL is content focused. Integrating SRL into the curriculum allows practices and strategies
to work concurrently with content matter, as well as support student learning of the content
through planning, monitoring, and reflecting on task performance, in addition to increasing
student motivation to perform the tasks. The curricular content is still the priority, with SRL
supporting the learning of content. To meet this standard, it was essential that individual teachers
in my study had the autonomy and agency to develop, embed, and implement SRL appropriate
for their specific contexts.
PL incorporates active learning using adult learning theory. Darling-Hammond et al.
(2017) asserted that content should be relevant to the participants, provide opportunities for
teachers to incorporate past experiences and knowledge, choose the learning opportunities they
engage in, and be centered around reflection and inquiry. For this study, active learning took
form through instructional content focused on theoretical background knowledge with
opportunities for the study participants to analyze and reflect on related practices and strategies
prior to developing and implementing them within their classroom contexts. Participants
integrated past experiences and knowledge with the new content to develop various practices and
strategies relevant to their students and contexts.
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PL supports collaboration, typically in job-embedded contexts. The organizational
structure of SVMS already supported collaboration among teachers and other staff, and even
though the nature of the study was job embedded, the delivery of the content took place outside
of school hours, and the implementation phase took place during the normal school day.
Although my study participants did not collaborate on various teacher practices and student
strategies, the PL framework was designed to accommodate this context through various features
embedded within Canvas and could easily be adopted.
PL uses SRL models to help the teachers to develop and embed the various practices and
strategies that they developed into their curricula. Modeling was used in several ways. For
example, throughout the training phase of the study, the participants were exposed to several
ways in which SRL has been used in a variety of contexts. The participants were expected to
develop or adapt models to represent how they perceived SRL in their own classroom contexts.
Feedback and opportunities for reflection, along with coaching and expert support, were integral
components throughout both phases. Reflections were embedded in both the training and
implementation phase of the PL framework. I provided feedback on these reflections as well as
other artifacts (e.g., participant-developed models). Not only did I facilitate the PL (expert
support) but I also provided coaching and mentoring as needed.
PL is of sustained duration. According to Darling-Hammond et al. (2017), a traditional
episodic and fragmented PL approach does not grant the time necessary for learning that is
rigorous and cumulative when compared to PL that is sustained and provides numerous
opportunities for teachers to engage in learning centered on concepts or practices that take place
over weeks, months, or years. This study was based on a training phase with six modules as well
as a 3-week implementation phase that gave the teacher participants opportunities to implement
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the developed practices and strategies, as well as reflect on the experience at timely, self-paced
intervals.
Even if a PL framework is designed well, potential barriers may exist that could impede
its effectiveness: inadequate resources, lack of a shared vision, lack of time (planning and
implementation), conflicting requirements, and lack of foundational knowledge on the part of
teachers (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017). I addressed these barriers, which could have had an
impact on the results, in the following ways: provided adequate resources through the design of
the PL framework that were not financially burdensome (external sources); provided a clear
purpose for the participants ahead of time, along with opportunities for the participants to
explore previous knowledge in developing a collective vision; planned and developed the
framework in advance of the training phase and provided time to implement strategies and reflect
on the experience; addressed conflicting requirements by listening to the participants and making
adjustments to the study as necessary; provided support as well as potential solutions; and
provided ample foundational knowledge throughout the training phase of the study.
Easton Model. Easton (2011) established a model focusing on PLC. Embedded within
this model are 12 principles or characteristics that distinguish PL from PD: aspects related to
real-world applications; collection, analysis, and presentation of data; focus on learners and
application within the learning environment; continuous efforts with no formal ending; honoring
of staff professionalism, experiences, expertise, and skills, along with use of in-house talents and
support; content that is rich; collaborative elements; establishment of a culture of quality;
slowing of the pace of schooling; and inclusion of activities that go beyond established structures
(Easton, 2011). In her model, Easton proposed a smaller scale PLC pilot group prior to
establishing changes at the school, district, and regional levels. This pilot group can be made of a
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variety of members within a larger context, such as administrators, teachers, and support staff, all
of whom can become leaders in implementing initiatives at the larger scale. Although I did not
focus on a PLC model, the PL framework did include elements of this model so that it could be
incorporated within the PLC context leading to whole-school implementation.
Guskey Model. Guskey (2000) defined PL as “processes and activities designed to
enhance the professional knowledge, skills, and attitudes of educators so that they might, in turn,
improve the learning of students” (p. 16). These processes are intentional, ongoing, and systemic.
Guskey asserted that PL experiences should begin with a clear statement of purpose and goals or
objectives that are worthwhile and align with the school’s mission. In addition, measures should
be taken to determine how these goals will be assessed. Guskey stated that because the field of
education “is a dynamic professional field with a continually expanding knowledge base” (p.
19), in order for educators to stay current with this knowledge base requires continuous learning
throughout their careers. A systemic approach also needs to be integrated into PL experiences
that allow teachers to apply new knowledge or strategies within their contexts with
organizational support (Guskey, 2000). According to Guskey, without systemic support, teachers
are less likely to fully understand and implement any initiatives.
Guskey (2000) discussed four principles of effective PD: a clear focus on learning and
learners, an emphasis on individual and organizational change, small changes guided by a grand
vision, and ongoing PD that is procedurally embedded. Focusing on learning and learners helps
teachers not only commit to student improvement but also focus on clear goals based on student
learning that can help to establish assessment procedures to measure improvements, keep
teachers and administrators on task, and prevent distractions that can interfere with learning
improvement endeavors (Guskey, 2000). Guskey suggested that for schools to improve, teachers
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also must improve. These individual changes must be supported at the organizational level, and
for this to happen, various barriers between administration and teachers need to be removed
(Guskey, 2000). In essence, teachers and administrators need to establish a partnership for
improvement endeavors that include teachers having the opportunity to talk about what they are
doing in the classroom and having some degree of autonomy regarding instructional practices;
principals allowing time and space for teacher collaboration and observation of peers; and
facilitating establishment of a school culture that embraces improvements in learning through
experimentation, collaboration, and professionalism so that such improvements become the norm
for students, teachers, and administrators (Guskey, 2000).
Evaluating PL. Developing a PL framework also should include an array of strategies to
determine the effectiveness of the framework. According to Guskey (2000), evaluations should
take place during the planning, formative, and summative stages of PL activities. Guskey also
proposed five levels of evaluation based on established PL standards: participants’ reactions,
participants’ learning, organization and support change, participants’ use of new knowledge and
skills, and students’ learning outcomes. Because the results of this study may be used to develop
future PL frameworks, evaluations were limited to participants’ reactions, participants’ learning,
and participants’ use of new knowledge and skills as measured through their perceptions and
experiences with implementation.
The Middle School Context
The ages of students at SVMS span 10 to 15 years. This broad range of ages implies the
potential for a wide assortment in cognitive development and functioning: Some students will be
in the middle childhood phase of cognitive development using primarily concrete-operational
processes, and other students in adolescence may already be at a higher level of formal-
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operational processing. If abstract thinking were to occur, it would more likely be made by
adolescent students, but they may choose not to use abstract thinking in specific circumstances,
preferring instead to use concrete thinking (Flavell, 1977). Adolescents can still think in terms of
the cognitive processes employed by middle childhood, but they also may employ more abstract
cognitive behaviors.
According to Bandura (2006), compared to earlier developmental stages, adolescence
presents new challenges related to biological, social, and educational transitions concurrently.
The educational transition into middle school may have an impact on personal efficacy because
of major environmental changes (Bandura, 2006). Bandura suggested that although some
researchers have regarded this period of change as “psychosocial turmoil and discontinuity” (p.
6), SCT underscores an opportunity for personal growth through enabling experiences such as
mastery as a more normative developmental process.
Connecting Cognition, Metacognition, Executive Functioning, and SRL
Katzir et al. (2018) referred to metacognition as the knowledge, skills, and experiences
that individuals hold about their cognitive processes as well as the ways to use, monitor, control,
and regulate these processes. Metacognition has two components: (a) knowledge of cognition,
including declarative, procedural, and conditional knowledge, as well as learning processes, and
(b) regulation of cognition, meaning that individuals are in control of their own cognitive
processes, such as predicting, checking, and monitoring (Follmer & Sperling, 2016). Executive
function refers to other meta-abilities used to shape and control behaviors, such as the formation
of goals, planning, inhibitions, division of attention, working memory, task shifting, and selfregulation (Katzir et al., 2018). Regarding research linking executive functioning and
metacognition, Katzir et al. theorized that SRL “is an active constructive process in which
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students regulate the effort that they invest in learning to reach self-set learning goals” (p. 241).
This effort is based on previous processes and experiences, environmental components, and
behavior patterns (Katzir et al., 2018). As part of SRL, students monitor their level of
understanding and make decisions about how they will act (e.g., increasing or decreasing study
time, changing strategies) according to their motivation toward goal attainment (Katzir et al.,
2018).
Bernstein and Waber (2018) stated that “executive processes are exquisitely sensitive to
extrinsic, environmental factors and most likely to intrinsic factors as well” (p. 74) and that these
processes can vary depending on the situation. According to Follmer and Sperling (2016), SRL is
guided by metacognition, in which learners demonstrate control over their cognitions, behaviors,
motivations, and environments. Although the constructs of executive functioning, metacognition,
and SRL are considered independent constructs, SRL requires a degree of metacognition such
that it can be used to enhance the effectiveness of executive functioning (Follmer & Sperling,
2016).
Garner (2009) concluded that in a learning environment, executive functioning is not
necessarily synonymous with metacognitive regulation and that executive functions tend to
correlate with and most likely support many of the elements of SRL. Garner argued that not all
components of SRL relate to executive functions; rather, executive functions appear to promote,
but not dictate, variability in SRL processes. Garner contended that motivation tends to be an
essential variable in performance efficacy of executive functions and SRL.
PL Framework for Curricular-Embedded SRL
Taking into account the many dimensions of SRL, in conjunction with those related to
teacher development and learning, I designed a PL framework comprising a series of sequential
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teacher sessions through a PL experience with the goal of giving teachers an avenue to develop
and implement curricular-embedded practices and strategies. For this study, I was not interested
in determining whether this framework was effective in improving teachers’ practice or
increasing student achievement. I was more interested in learning about the teachers’ experiences
specific to the training and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL. The information
obtained from the teacher participants’ perceptions and experiences regarding the training and
implementation of SRL in the classroom could potentially provide essential data that could be
used to improve the quality of the training and understand how teachers use the knowledge to
develop practices and strategies within their classroom contexts.
The PL framework was developed as a course in Canvas and comprised six modules. The
first four modules were dedicated to training teachers on theoretical foundations to provide them
with background knowledge about SRL. Module 5 was dedicated to specific ways in which SRL
could be embedded in extant curricula and various models of SRL. For this module, the
participants were to adapt or develop distinct models based on their own contexts to showcase
their perceptions of SRL in their classrooms.
The following models were featured in Module 5 as examples for the participants to have
a visual representation of the ways that researchers perceive SRL and to act as a guide to assist
them with the adaptation or development of their own models:
•

Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) cyclical phases model.

•

Pintrich’s (2000) four phase and four areas of SRL model.

•

Boekaerts’s (1996) six components of SRL model.

•

Butler and Winne’s (1995) model of SRL.

•

Butler and Cartier’s (2018) situated learning model.
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•

Miele and Scholer’s (2018) metamotivational model of motivation regulation.

Of these models, the cyclical phases model is the simplest in form and has been widely
used in SRL research, most likely because it is less complex and easier to apply in the classroom,
includes a more complete vision of different types of various subprocesses, and is more intuitive
than some of the other models that require deeper theoretical understandings to implement
effectively (Panadero, 2017). Panadero (2017) explained that even though this model is missing
some of the elements of other models, Zimmerman’s triadic analysis model of 1989 and the
developmental levels of self-regulation model of 2000 incorporate these features into their
designs. Although I did not list these latter two models, I did include them as theoretical
foundation models within the framework. Butler and Cartier’s (2018) situated learning model
also was prominently featured because it portrays SRL as one component within the learning
environment and the interactivity with other features within the classroom context.
The first five modules were part of the training phase of the framework, and they
included video as well as text-based information. Module 6 was dedicated to the implementation
phase and did not include any information; instead, it was reserved for data collection through
reflective journaling. Data collection methods are explored in more detail in Chapter Three.
Literature Related to Teacher Training and Applications in the Classroom
In the literature review, I referred to several researchers whose studies influenced and
contributed to the design of my study. Callan and Shim’s (2019) research guided several
components of my study, stating that “teachers may play a variety of roles in the development of
student SRL skills” (p. 298), such as embedding SRL concepts into instructional practices,
modeling SRL practices, implementing interventions to support students’ learning, giving
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students opportunities to self-assess their work and progress, and designing long-term classroom
activities that incorporated SRL strategies.
Callan and Shim (2019) posited that for teachers to be efficacious in implementing SRL
in the classroom, they must have a clear understanding of what SRL is and when to use it. Callan
and Shim reported that a large number of teachers in their study did not meet those criteria
(84%), so they concluded that there was a disconnection between researchers’ conceptualizations
and those of teachers regarding SRL. This disconnection justified my rationale for using a PL
format that comprised two phases: training in theoretical knowledge and SRL and
implementation.
Kitsantas and Cleary (2016) concluded that “more research is needed on how best to
assess SRL processes in the classroom and how teachers can use data from these assessments to
modify their instructional practices and improve student learning” (p. 183). According to
Kitsantas and Cleary, various assessment tools such as structured interviews, rating scales, selfreport questionnaires, and SRL microanalysis event measures have been used to collect data
regarding SRL processes. Although some of these measures can be used to understand a broad
global perspective, they might not be appropriate to gain insight into how students regulate
thoughts and strategic actions throughout authentic learning activities (Kitsantas & Cleary,
2016). SRL microanalysis, or a structured interview designed to assess students’ regulatory
processes during task performance (Callan, 2014), has been found reliable in assessing specific
subprocesses used in conjunction with Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) cyclical phases model
and, according to Kitsantas and Cleary (2016), serving as a tool that teachers can use to assess
students’ approach to and management of learning.
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For this study, a third component, SRM, was based on Miele and Scholer’s (2016, 2018)
metamotivational model. According to Miele and Scholer (2016), rather than taking an approach
that requires teachers to understand and accommodate the individual interests and values of
students, it might be more effective to train students on ways to self-regulate their own
motivation. This model is similar to and parallels SRL processes and can be used in conjunction
with Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) cyclical phases model. Miele and Scholer (2016)
proposed several motivational strategies across seven components of motivation that provide
multiple novel, testable hypotheses. Miele and Scholer’s (2018) refined model presented more
details about specific strategies and the ways that they were related to various motivational
constructs. They also developed a visual graphic of the model, displaying the ways in which
various aspects of the model could interact.
Finally, Dignath and Veenman (2021) offered guidance on various implementation
suggestions based on observational data. These approaches included direct applications (direct
promotion of SRL, explicit and implicit strategy instruction) as well as indirect applications
(indirect promotion of SRL, powerful learning environment; Dignath & Veenman, 2021).
Dignath and Veenman described various implicit and explicit instructional practices, including
demonstration (modeling), explanation, call (explicit – request, implicit – stimulative nature),
and asking (explicit – like questioning-developing class talk).
Summary and Conclusions
In this chapter, I reviewed literature focusing on various components of SRL from a
theoretical lens as well as the practical application of SRL in the learning environment. The
literature review focused on quantitative and qualitative methodologies that provided not only
support for the effectiveness of SRL on students’ achievement but also perceptions and
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experiences of teachers. Much of the literature provided the theoretical foundations of the study.
As part of the conceptual framework, I selected literature that was less theoretical in nature and
more directed toward the ways that SRL practices and strategies have been used in the
classroom. Providing a PL framework to train teachers in the theoretical foundations and the
practical ways that SRL can be applied in the classroom may encourage more research. To date,
there has been scant research into the ways that teachers can apply SRL practices in the
classroom effectively, so I conducted this qualitative case study to examine teachers’
perceptions, experiences, and implementation of SRL in the middle school classroom. Chapter
Three provides details about the methodology of my study.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
The purpose of this study was to understand the perceptions and experiences of middle
school teachers regarding the training and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL with the
goal of developing a PL framework aimed at training and supporting teachers with curricularembedded SRL practices and strategies. The chapter provides details about the research design
and rationale, my role as a researcher and teacher leader, the methodology, and issues of
trustworthiness.
Research Design and Rationale
I was interested in answering one RQ: How does SRL-focused PL affect teachers’
perceptions, experiences, and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL practices and
strategies in the middle school classroom? To answer this RQ, the design of this study involved
two components: (a) PL, and (b) implementation within the classroom context. The study was
divided into two phases based on the components comprising the PL framework. The first phase
involved a series of online PL workshops that included theoretical and practical foundations for
embedding SRL into extant curricula. This phase of five modular components focused on
theoretical foundations related to SRL as well as the development of practices and strategies for
embedding SRL practices and strategies into extant curriculum. I used video and text formats to
deliver the modules. Although I had originally set up the modules to take place weekly, I built
flexibility into them to accommodate various PL formats: face-to-face learning, a flipped model,
blended learning, and online learning.
The second phase focused on the participants implementing the developed or adapted
practices and strategies within the context of their classrooms over 3 not necessarily consecutive
weeks. This implementation phase included coaching support that any of the participants
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requested. Throughout both phases, the participants reflected on their experiences through
journaling. The participants’ experiences were further explored through various artifacts (e.g.,
participant-developed models) and documents (discussion board posts, correspondence), as well
as individual interviews conducted following completion of the second phase. I also used
researcher journaling throughout both phases in lieu of field-based observations. Each
component of this study is explained in more detail in this chapter.
Creswell and Creswell (2018) contended that quantitative and qualitative approaches
should not be viewed as opposite, distinct categories that are rigid, but rather as two points on
different ends of a continuum, with mixed methods residing somewhere in the middle to conduct
studies that are more quantitative or qualitative. Researchers who follow a quantitative approach
tend to use more postpositivistic viewpoints associated with survey or experimental research:
Theory is hypothesized; tested; and, perhaps, refined (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Thus,
quantitative inquiry tends to be objective in nature. Researchers who follow qualitative
approaches tend to use constructivist or transformative viewpoints: Theory emerges after the data
have been interpreted into meaning (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Qualitative inquiry is more
subjective in nature. Creswell and Creswell asserted that mixed methods approaches tend to be
more pragmatic in that a solid foundational viewpoint plays less of a role, allowing researchers to
engage more freely in quantitative or qualitative inquiries.
One of the key components of my study focused on the various perceptions of the
participants regarding the training and implementation of SRL practices and strategies. Based on
the literature reviewed, within the domains of SCT, SRL, and SRM, data relevant to the
perceptions of study participants have been collected by researchers using quantitative and
qualitative methods. Data from qualitative studies focusing more on teacher participants have
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tended to be collected using more open-ended questions, whereas data from student participants
have tended to be obtained more often from closed-ended, Likert-style questions.
Stake (2010) contended that all researchers engage in qualitative thinking because they
“reconceive the world in terms of the concepts and relationships” (p. 30), regardless of whether
they view the world through quantitative or qualitative lenses. At some point, all researchers will
be interpretive, naturalistic, uninterested in cause, and holistic: Qualitative researchers tend to
follow this way of thinking most of the time (Stake, 2010). Glesne (2016) stated that the
interpretive theory of human understanding, or hermeneutics, rejects the notion of universal
laws; instead, the interpretation is constructed individually as well as socially.
Seeking teachers’ perceptions aligned with a social constructivist worldview (Creswell &
Poth, 2018), meaning that multiple realities are constructed through experiences and interactions
(ontological beliefs); reality is constructed between participants and researchers (epistemological
beliefs); individual values are honored and negotiated between participants and researchers
(axiological beliefs); and data collection methods, such as interviewing, observing, and analyzing
text, are appropriate (methodological beliefs). Creswell and Poth (2018) postulated that the social
constructivist framework embraces (a) researchers’ goals of wanting to understand the world in
which they live and work; (b) potential influences of researchers on studies by shaping
interpretations based on background experience; and (c) researchers’ practices, such as
interpreting the participants’ construction of meaning. Stake (2010) noted that “qualitative
research is sometimes defined as interpretive research” (p. 36). Because I was seeking to obtain
the perceptions and understandings of the teacher participants regarding the training and
implementation of curricular-embedded SRL practices within their classrooms, I selected a
qualitative methodology with a case study research design as the most appropriate approach.
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Creswell and Poth (2018) stated that qualitative case studies have several key
components: the exploration of real-life issues; a contemporary bounded system or systems (case
or cases) over time; detailed and in-depth data collection involving multiple sources
(observations, interviews, documents, reports, recordings); and the reporting of case descriptions
and themes. The case for my study was bounded in several ways: (a) The sample comprised a
small group of individual teachers (N = 4), (b) the teachers were employed at a middle school in
the northwestern region of a southern state at the time of the study, (c) the study spanned an
academic semester (beginning of January through the end of May). According to Stake (1995),
conducting qualitative case studies means seeking more understanding of the cases, including
appreciating their complexity and uniqueness.
Case study research is appropriate in the educational setting. Stake (1995) suggested that
case studies in education and social service are conducted to generate an understanding of
persons and programs, including ways in which they are similar as well as unique or different. In
the educational setting, a case can be a child, a classroom, a teacher, an innovation or a program,
a PLC, or a similarly bounded system (Butler & Cartier, 2018; Stake, 1995). Merriam (1998)
noted that case studies in the educational setting focus on questions, concerns, or issues related to
teaching and learning.
Butler and Cartier (2018) discussed the use of case study research in situated learning
environments where such studies can advance SRL research and practical application. Butler and
Cartier identified challenges related to studying SRL: (a) SRL as situated in context,
(b) individual and social processes at work in SRL, (c) SRL as dynamic and iterative, and
(d) multiple components at work in SRL. Butler and Cartier also stated that “case study designs
can be particularly useful for literally watching cycles of SRL unfold in relation to contextual
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factors and pedagogical practices enacted in real time in naturalistic settings” (p. 362). Students
benefit from teacher-implemented SRL-promoting practices, but research has identified
challenges regarding teachers’ lack of knowledge about SRL and implementation in authentic,
naturalistic settings (Butler & Cartier, 2018).
Role of the Researcher
According to Merriam (1998), researchers are the main data collection and analysis
instruments in qualitative studies. Although researchers can respond situationally and maximize
opportunities for collecting and generating meaningful information, because of the human
element, they also face limitations associated with this type of inquiry: errors, missed
opportunities, and personal biases (Merriam, 1998). To address these limitations, Merriam
argued that researchers should possess several qualities that include tolerance for ambiguity (e.g.,
due to the lack of structure); sensitivity (e.g., to setting, people, agendas, and information being
gathered); and good communication skills (e.g., showing empathy, establishing rapport, asking
good questions, listening intently).
In the context of the current study, I facilitated a PL experience that provided the teacher
participants with training on various aspects of SRL theoretical foundations and practical
applications. The intention was to have the teacher participants embed various practices and
strategies into their curricula and classroom contexts. It was not my intention to prescribe
specific practices and strategies: instead, I wanted to guide the teachers so that they could either
adapt extant models or develop their own SRL practices and strategies relating to their specific
classroom contexts.
I also collected and analyzed data during the implementation phase to discover ways that
the teachers were putting theoretical knowledge of SRL into practice. Because this study took
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place at the same school where I was employed as a teacher, I was accessible to the participants,
and they were equally accessible to me. I had an established rapport with the participants well in
advance of the study. I was not in a formal leadership position at the time of the study and held
no power over the participants. I also made it clear that I had no preconceived expectations about
the results of the study and that it was essential that they provide truthful responses to the
interview questions. I did provide the incentive of a $250 Amazon gift card in appreciation of
their participation for two reasons: I wanted to ensure that I had enough participants for the
study, and I also wanted to respect the time involved because the PL experience occurred outside
of regular school hours.
My role as an informal teacher leader was part of the framework for this study. Because
my position at the school involved providing individualized support for students who tended to
struggle academically, I communicated regularly with teachers about students we had in
common. My class curriculum was structured on practices and strategies that I had adapted or
developed for my specific context relating to SRL, in which students generally struggled with
task completion because of a lack of understanding or motivation.
Methodology
This case study took place using the aforementioned PL framework, and the sample held
four teacher participants from SVMS, a school located in the outskirts of a large metropolitan
area in the northwestern region of a southeastern U.S. state. At the time of this study, SVMS had
a student base of around 1,670 students and 150 staff that included five administrators, four
counselors, 105 teachers, and support staff. An instructional lead strategist who was a member of
the support staff facilitated PLC meetings as well as PL opportunities throughout the school year.
The state department of education (2022) reported student demographics for SVMS as 49%

90
female students, 51% male students; 23% of Hispanic ethnicity; 3% Asian; 11% African
American; 57% White, non-Hispanic; and 6% multiracial. Approximately 27% of the student
population were eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals. Grade 6 students made up
approximately 31% of the school population, Grade 7 students 36%, and Grade 8 students 33%.
For this study, I developed a PL framework “course” that used an online learning
management platform. I had three reasons for using an online format: (a) The format gave the
participants more flexibility to access the information as well as more autonomy, thus aligning
with adult learning theory; (b) the COVID-19 pandemic caused disruptions to face-to-face
participation; and (c) Canvas, the platform used for this study, was already heavily used by the
district, so the participants were familiar with its features. Most other PL experiences throughout
the school and district used this same platform. This format gave the participants four choices
from which they could select their preferences: (a) completely face-to-face and using Canvas as a
hub for information and data collection; (b) a blended learning situation, in which some of the
content was in a face-to-face format and some online; (c) a flipped-classroom approach, in which
the learning content was housed in Canvas and discussions took place in person, or (d) a fully
online approach. Overall, the participants preferred the fully online format.
The study had two distinct phases. The first phase housed a series of PL workshops that
focused on training teachers on various theoretical and practical applications of SRL (4 of the 6
weeks) and information regarding embedding SRL practices and strategies into extant curricula
(2 weeks). Module 5 prompted the participants to adapt or develop their own models reflecting
how they perceived embedding and implementing SRL practices and strategies in the classroom.
The second phase involved the participants implementing the SRL practices and
strategies that they embedded into their curricula. This implementation phase did not include any
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training elements, but I was still available to coach, mentor, or guide, as needed. Because of time
constraints, this phase lasted 3 weeks (originally planned for 6). The 9-week “course” followed a
preset outline; however, the weeks were not necessarily consecutive, a decision meant to give the
participants more flexibility in preparation for implementation, self-pacing, and potential
interruptions (e.g., from COVID-19). Throughout both phases, the teachers considered the
experience by completing journal activities that were embedded in the course. I also collected
demographic data and visual representations of the adapted or developed models, and I
conducted interviews with the participants following conclusion of the second phase.
Participant Selection Logic
I used purposive sampling to select my study participants (Palys, 2008). Although the PL
course was open to any interested teacher at SVMS, I collected data only from the four teacher
participants who volunteered to be part of the study. I sought a diverse group of teacher
participants from various subject areas and grade levels. Purposive sampling is a common
element of qualitative methodology because researchers have less interest in finding central
tendencies, which uses random sampling, and more interest in finding out “why particular people
(or groups) feel particular ways, the processes by which these attitudes are constructed, and the
role they play in dynamic processes within the organization or group” (Palys, 2008, p. 697).
Instrumentation
Qualitative case studies require obtaining detailed information from multiple sources that
may include observations, interviews, documents, and artifacts (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Stake
(2010) suggested that because of the interpretive nature of qualitative research, too few methods
could result in data that are faulty or weak. To remedy this problem, I included multiple data
collection methods and used triangulation to draw conclusions to ensure the credibility of the
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study (Stake, 1995). Because I explored the teacher participants’ experiences, perceptions,
perspectives, and implementation, I focused mostly on reflection data that came primarily from
reflective journaling and interviews. Mertler (2017) defined reflection “as the act of critically
exploring what you are doing, why you decided to do it, and what its effects have been” (p. 13).
To provide a data set that would help me to answer the RQ, I developed and implemented
a variety of methods. Most of these data collection instrumentation was embedded in the PL
course, including demographic data to help to establish participant profiles, reflective journaling,
and various documents (e.g., adapted/developed SRL models). I also used researcher journaling
as a way to include various observational data and interpretations that would be later used for
member checking. Finally, I interviewed the four participants following completion of the
second phase (see Appendix B).
To obtain demographic data that the participants submitted electronically, I used the
discussion board feature within Canvas (Let’s Introduce Ourselves!). Demographic data included
the participants’ names, which were replaced with pseudonyms; subject areas and grade levels
taught (past and current); total number of years in education; and what the participants hoped to
gain from being in the study. The participants also submitted weekly reflection statements
through Canvas by answering the following prompts:
Reflection Questions (Training Phase):
1. How do you perceive the information from this week’s session as applicable to
your teaching practice?
2. What experiences have you had regarding the topic(s) from this week’s session in
the past?
Reflection Questions (Implementation Phase):
1. What SRL practices and/or strategies, if any, did you use in your classroom this
week?
2. If so, what were your experiences with implementation of SRL?
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3. Did you perceive any impact (either direct or indirect) regarding student use of
SRL? Explain.
After learning about various extant SRL models in Phase 1, the participants also uploaded
and electronically submitted visual representations of the models that they had adapted or
developed to reflect their perceptions of embedding SRL into their classroom contexts.
Although observation is a common data collection method for case studies (Stake, 1995),
because of the structure of this study, schedule conflicts, and limitations resulting from COVID19, I did not observe the teachers in their classroom settings in the traditional sense. Interviews
may replace observations in case study research and may even provide thicker and richer data
because they present multiple viewpoints (Stake, 1995). Thus, I conducted individual interviews
following completion of the implementation phase. The questions were standardized and asked
of all participants. However, I also asked probing questions when necessary to gain a deeper
understanding of the responses. I made video recordings of the interviews using the Microsoft
Teams application and transcribed the participants’ responses to the interview questions using
the Microsoft Stream application, which automatically transcribes upon ending a recording. The
transcriptions required some editing, which I did while viewing the videos. These videos were
temporarily stored and then deleted after a period. They were accessible only to me and the
participant being interviewed. For further review, I downloaded the videos and stored them in a
secure location. These data collection methods provided rich data from which I was able to
answer the RQ after a thorough analysis.
Researcher-Developed Instruments
Merriam (1998) stated that RQs guide not only the inquiry but also the techniques used to
collect the data. Merriam concluded that qualitative studies tend to focus on three data collection
techniques: interviews, observations, and documents. Although qualitative studies conducted in
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the field of education may focus on one or two of these methods, qualitative case studies may use
all three (Merriam, 1998). In the field of education, interviews are a common method to collect
data in qualitative studies (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Interview questions can be highly
structured and standardized, semistructured, or unstructured and informal (Merriam & Tisdell,
2016). I asked standardized interview questions (asked of all participants), and probing questions
as necessary. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) argued that interview questions should not include
multiple questions within prompts, should not lead the participants to answers, and should not be
answerable with yes or no.
In a situated learning environment, observation may be considered a key source of data
because it can lead to understanding classroom practices in relation to student reactions (Butler
& Cartier, 2018). Although I did not directly observe teachers implementing SRL in the
classroom, I was able to “see” how SRL was being used within the context of the various
classrooms through the model artifacts that the participants had adapted or developed, as well as
access to their courses through the Canvas platform. Although I had access to the participants’
Canvas courses, most of the practices and strategies that the participants implemented were not
housed in Canvas. Although direct observation might have been an essential data collection
method for this study, I was more interested in learning about the teachers’ perspectives rather
than my own. Thus, “observation data” in this regard was used as more of a strategy to help to
triangulate data than as a prime source.
Other than the model artifacts described in Chapter Four, I also collected data from the
participants’ weekly reflective journaling. As with the interview questions, the journaling
prompts aligned with the RQ and focused on the teacher participants’ perceptions, experiences,
and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL in the middle school classroom. Collecting data
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from multiple sources facilitated data triangulation, and it gave the participants the opportunity to
clarify statements made by using member checking, which helped to give the study more
credibility.
Procedures
Most of the data for this semester-long study were collected through embedded activities
in Canvas. These activities included various documents and artifacts, along with weekly
reflective journaling completed by the participants. The benefit of collecting electronically
submitted data was that these data were easily transferred to an Excel spreadsheet as well as
ATLAS.ti. Demographic data were collected through the discussion board feature of Canvas, and
the participants submitted their reflective journals through textbox or file uploads, and artifacts,
such as SRL models, could be uploaded as files.
After completing the second phase, I conducted interviews with the four participants that
were recorded and transcribed. Prior to conducting the individual interviews, I briefly looked
over the data submitted by the participants to formulate probing questions. I also gave the
participants the interview questions in advance to help them to prepare their responses. Strategies
involving member checking and clarification helped to ensure that the data were trustworthy and
also gave the participants the opportunity to clarify or expand on their interview responses.
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Data Analysis Plan
I explored the perceptions and experiences of the teacher participants regarding the
training and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL practices and strategies. I collected
qualitative data, because as Creswell and Poth (2018) suggested, collecting and analyzing data
that includes several stages in a data analysis spiral are interrelated and may take place
simultaneously rather than in a linear fashion. According to Creswell and Poth, the first stage is
data management, which is a system to organize the data from multiple sources. This stage is
followed by reading and memoing emergent ideas, describing and classifying codes into themes,
developing and assessing interpretations, and representing and visualizing the data (Creswell &
Poth, 2018).
Within these stages of the data analysis spiral are various strategies and outcomes. For
the data management stage, I organized and managed the data through ATLAS.ti. This software
includes such features as document storage, memos, codes, and networks. This software allowed
me to house all of the data in one location, and it gave me the tools to analyze, interpret, and
create visual representations of the analysis.
While collecting, managing, and organizing the data, I also began reading and memoing
the data. Creswell and Poth (2018) suggested that researchers read transcriptions in their entirety
several times to become fully immersed in the details. I found emergent themes by taking notes
while reading, sketching reflective thinking, and summarizing notes. For this part of the analysis,
I primarily used Excel as well as dividing the data into several types of memos. Creswell and
Poth suggested three levels of memoing: (a) segment memos, or ideas that come from phrases;
(b) document memos, or concepts that come from a document as a whole; and (c) project
memos, or an integration of ideas across various sources of data.
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The next stage involved describing and coding the data, and naming the initial codes;
identifying, describing, and categorizing the codes; applying the codes to text; and reducing the
codes into themes. Creswell and Poth (2018) supported keeping the list of codes short and only
expanding it as necessary. Anticipating code outcomes prior to data collection is called expected
codes (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Surprise codes are not or could not have been anticipated
and are considered codes of unusual or conceptual interest. In planning the data analysis, I
considered and approached the idea of conflicting codes as adding to the overall conversation
rather than acting as an impediment. I had no preconceived notion of certain results from the
study other than honesty and openness from participants.
Saldaña (2021), who viewed coding as cyclical because of the nature of continuously
comparing elements of the data, coding, and categories, suggested a variety of methods be used
for first cycle and second cycle coding. First cycle coding occurs during the initial coding of the
qualitative data and is divided among multiple coding method categories: grammatical,
elemental, affective, literary and language, exploratory, and procedural (Saldaña, 2021). Also
during this first cycle, various methods for theming the data can be used: categorical and
phenomenological, and methods for metasummary or metasynthesis. Within these categories of
methods are numerous specific methods for developing the codes: attribute coding, in vivo
coding, values coding, and so forth (Saldaña, 2021). According to Saldaña, second cycle coding
is more complicated because these methods require higher level analytical skills such as
classifying, synthesizing, conceptualizing, and theory building, to name a few. Second cycle
coding methods include grounded theory coding methods such as focused coding, axial coding,
and theoretical coding, in addition to cumulative coding methods consisting of pattern,
elaborative, and longitudinal coding.
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Although Saldaña (2021) suggested that there is no perfect system for creating a coding
scheme, he recommended several coding methods that could be appropriate for use in case
studies: attribute, in vivo, process, values, evaluation, dramaturgical, motif, narrative, metaphor,
causation, and longitudinal coding, as well as “themeing” the data. According to Saldaña, one
coding method may be sufficient, but for some studies, two or more might be needed, depending
on the complexity of the processes or phenomena. At the same time, using too many coding
methods may have negative effects (Saldaña, 2021). Saldaña recommended that researchers
establish in advance which coding methods they will use so that they align with their conceptual
frameworks.
Although these coding methods can be determined early in studies, Saldaña (2021)
asserted that researchers need to be flexible throughout the data collection and analysis stages
when determining the most appropriate coding methods. To keep things balanced and not have
too many or too few coding methods, I used attribute coding (participants’ demographic data),
provisional coding (anticipated codes), in vivo coding (verbatim wording), initial coding (free
coding), and eclectic coding (multiple coding methods) methods to categorize and theme the
data. I used pattern coding as the primary second cycle coding.
Coding Methods and Analysis
Attribute Coding. At the beginning of the study, I collected demographic data from the
participants and used attribute coding as my data management strategy. According to Saldaña
(2021), researchers can use attribute coding in most qualitative studies, especially in studies that
include multiple participants where this data is part of the overall analysis. Because my study
focused on teachers’ perceptions and experiences, demographics played an important role
because of differences in the participants’ classroom experience. Prior to storing the participants’
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demographic data, I assigned pseudonyms to avoid using their real names in the analysis.
Although demographic data were collected close to the beginning of the study, I also planned to
expand on attribute coding, as necessary, throughout the study.
Provisional Coding. Based on my personal experiences with the topic and the review of
the literature, I used provisional coding for codes I anticipated would appear throughout the
study. These anticipated codes included SRL, PL, perceptions, dispositions, and implementation.
Saldaña (2021) noted that provisional codes may be revised, changed, deleted, or even expanded
while studies are being conducted. Creswell and Poth (2018) suggested starting with a small list
of five or six preliminary codes and then expanding them into 25 to 30 categories.
In Vivo Coding. Throughout the study, I used in vivo coding to capture the exact words
of the participants. Although I later categorized these codes along with other codes, it was one
method to capture the participants’ perspectives verbatim and honor their viewpoints (Saldaña,
2021). This method of coding also provided valuable information during member checking.
Initial and Eclectic Coding. I chose to employ initial and eclectic coding by
incorporating several first cycle methods for coding data. Initial coding, or open coding, happens
when researchers break their data down into codes and compare them to find similarities and
differences (Saldaña, 2021). Although I anticipated identifying some codes through provisional
coding, I did not want to limit myself to those codes. For initial coding, an eclectic coding
strategy allowed me to use a variety of first cycle coding methods with a labeling scheme to
differentiate these codes. I used a system to differentiate among the various coding methods
(e.g., PL as a descriptive code).
Themed the Data. After coding the data, I categorically “themed” them. I used two
approaches to represent the codes visually. I used code mapping to organize and display the
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codes and develop categories, and then I reorganized the codes under those categories. Code
mapping may require several iterations before being condensed into themes before second cycle
coding and final analysis (Saldaña, 2021). I also used code landscaping, which required
employing ATLAS.ti to develop a word cloud representing the frequency with which the codes
appeared throughout the data. Saldaña (2021) viewed code landscaping as a process integrating
visual and textual methods, in which the frequency of a word or a tag appears in various sizes.
The larger the font of the word is, the higher the frequency is.
Second Cycle Coding and Plans for Final Analysis. To aid in the synthesis of the first
cycle codes, categories, and themes, I used pattern coding not only to organize these elements
but also to attribute meaning to this organization (Saldaña, 2021). According to Saldaña (2021),
using pattern coding helps not only with the construction of categories but also the development
of higher level themes, concepts, and other analytical constructs. From the data analysis, various
themes emerged. The themes are described in Chapters Four and Five.
Once coding was completed and themes emerged, it was time to develop and assess my
interpretations. I dug deep into the data, the codes, and the emerging themes to construct
knowledge (assertions). I looked at the various relationships between and among the themes to
synthesize my findings. Before completing the analysis, I took a few more steps to ensure the
credibility and trustworthiness of the findings. As recommended by Creswell and Creswell
(2018), I triangulated the data while coding and categorizing and justified the themes that
emerged. I used thick and rich descriptions to convey the findings and provide clarity to the
reader. I also strived to be transparent about researcher biases as well as limitations of the study.
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Issues of Trustworthiness
Creswell and Poth (2018) mentioned multiple strategies to evaluate qualitative research.
From the viewpoint of researchers, investigations may be evaluated by corroborating evidence
through triangulation, discovering negative case analysis or disconfirming evidence, and
clarifying researcher bias or engaging in reflexivity (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Creswell and Poth
asserted that from the viewpoints of readers or reviewers, evaluation strategies can include
having a peer review or debriefing of the data and research process; the generation of rich, thick
descriptions; and external audits. Participants’ viewpoints also may be used by researchers to add
credibility to evidence by collaborating with the participants, having prolonged engagement and
persistent observation in the field, and using member checking or seeking participants’ feedback
(Creswell & Poth, 2018). Creswell and Poth suggested that qualitative researchers use at least
two of these strategies.
Stake (1995) emphasized the need for triangulation to search for accuracy or alternative
explanations. Researchers can use several triangulation protocols: data source triangulation
(examining consistency in other contexts), investigator triangulation (other researchers
examining the case or phenomenon), theory triangulation (including input from others with
alternative theoretical viewpoints), and methodological triangulation (multiple approaches within
a study; Stake, 1995). Because triangulation relies on multiple viewpoints, it often “sends us
back to the drawing board” (Stake, 1995, p. 114). I primarily used methodological triangulation
to generate thick, rich descriptions; clarifying researcher bias by engaging in reflexivity; seeking
participants’ feedback; member checking; and collaborating with participants with the aim of
developing generalizations and allowing the readers to create their own. To ease the task of
readers having to make generalizations, Stake suggested several practical steps: (a) including
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information that the audience is already familiar with to help gauge accuracy, completeness, and
bias; (b) providing adequate raw data before interpretation to give the audience a chance to
consider alternative interpretations; (c) describing methods used in ordinary language, including
details on how triangulation occurred, especially confirmation or disconfirmation efforts;
(d) directly and indirectly providing information about the researcher and other input sources;
(e) providing the audience with reactions to data source accounts and other prospective readers,
including those who may make use of the study; and (f) deemphasizing credibility based on
observer input and emphasizing whether reported data could have or could not have been seen.
According to Stake (1995), participants in case studies can play an active role as directors
and actors by regularly providing critical observations and interpretations, and making
suggestions about other sources of data. Participants also contribute to triangulation by
examining researchers’ observations and interpretations through member checking, meaning that
researchers may request that the participants review documents, such as rough drafts of the data,
that are relevant to them (Stake, 1995). Stake noted that member checking usually happens once
all data pertinent to the participants have been collected (or, sometimes, just after collection), but
before final drafts of the studies have been written.
I built several strategies ensuring trustworthiness into both phases of my study. Because
the study was conducted at a school where I also was employed, I had already developed rapport
with my colleagues and understood the contexts within the school. Although I was unable to
observe the teachers in the classroom setting in person, I had access to the participants’ course
content housed in Canvas.
Member checking also was embedded in various components of the study because of the
digital format of Canvas and my ability to respond to participants’ comments (clarification and
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feedback). Interviews were recorded through the Microsoft Teams application. Interviews were
conducted individually, so only each participant and I shared the recording. Dependability was
addressed through the aforementioned rigorous data analysis process.
Ethical Procedures
Multiple potential ethical issues may arise when engaging in research, one of which is
privacy (Stake, 1995). Stake (1995) posited that in the educational setting, data collection
involves, at a minimum, a small invasion of privacy. Creswell and Poth (2018) mentioned
multiple considerations when dealing with potential ethical issues at various stages of research.
Prior to conducting their investigations, researchers must seek official approval from various
entities (e.g., universities, school districts, schools) and adhere to relevant professional
association standards (Creswell & Poth, 2018). According to Creswell and Poth, when initiating
any research endeavors, it is important that researchers disclose the purpose of their studies to
various stakeholders (e.g., participants, parents, school boards) and assure participants that
participation in the study is voluntary. During data collection, researchers can address ethical
issues by respecting the study site and minimizing disruptions, avoiding deceiving the
participants, respecting potential power imbalances and the exploitation of the study participants,
avoiding asking leading questions, not sharing personal impressions, avoiding disclosing
sensitive information, providing rewards for participating, providing opportunities for
reciprocity, and being mindful of storing all data and other research materials in a secure location
for 5 years (Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Creswell and Poth (2018) recommended several ways for researchers to engage in ethical
practices when analyzing data: (a) avoid siding with participants and only disclosing results that
are positive, (b) report multiple perspectives, (c) respect the privacy of the participants by
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assigning pseudonyms, (d) be honest and use composite stories that help to conceal individual
identities, (e) avoid plagiarizing, and (f) use language that is appropriate for the audience.
Finally, when completed studies are ready for publication, it is beneficial to researchers to
provide copies to the participants and relevant stakeholders, and share their results with diverse
audiences.
Rationale for Ethical Research
Scientific research has contributed greatly to society, but it also has posed questions that
could be construed as ethically troubling (Belmont Report, 1979). According to the Belmont
Report (1979), a number of historical experimental studies involving the inhumane and unethical
treatment of human subjects led to the emergence of codes of conduct for research and practice
meant to protect them. Although some recommendations in the Belmont Report are specific, not
every possible complex situation can be taken into account, so the report described three
principles that form the foundation of ethical research and practice: (a) respect for persons, or
provisions that participants should be regarded as autonomous agents and that participants who
have a diminished capacity for autonomy are entitled to protection; (b) beneficence, or
provisions for maximizing benefits and minimizing potential harm; and (c) justice, or the
distribution of benefits and burdens between subjects and that one population does not received
diminished benefits without good reason.
Glesne (2016) explained how these principles apply to qualitative research. Researchers
show respect for their study participants by having voluntary and informed consent protocols and
ensuring the protection of participants considered vulnerable by giving them some autonomy
over their involvement in research endeavors (Glesne, 2016). Glesne pointed out that
beneficence refers to maximizing potential benefits and minimizing potential harm by protecting
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the privacy of the participants and avoiding causing them emotional distress. The third principle
of justice refers to having equitable access to the benefits (and burdens) of the research to all
target populations (Glesne, 2016).
Ethical Practices for Study
Multiple ethical issues could have occurred throughout this study without my diligence in
preventing them. The primary concern was to ensure the privacy and safety of the participants
and any students whom they may have mentioned in their reflexive journaling. No data were
collected from students, but any references to specific students by the participants were assigned
pseudonyms. In order to maintain ethics, the study met several standards. To ensure that my
study met the various standards set forth by the Belmont Report and the KSU Institutional
Review Board (IRB), I designed my study to be in compliance with such policies at all levels. I
provided all four participants with information about the study and requested that they complete
the informed consent, which contained specific details about the study and their participation. To
protect the privacy of the teacher participants, information that could be used to identify them
was limited to a list of names written on paper and kept in a locked fireproof safe. As already
mentioned, I assigned pseudonyms to the four teacher participants as an extra layer of protection,
and I used their demographic data sparingly and only as necessary. In addition to IRB at the
university level (IRB-FY22-215), SVSD also required a review process prior to my initiation of
the study. Any participants who chose to withdraw from the study prior to its conclusion were
assured that there would be no negative consequences for doing so. Although the study might
have been more comprehensive with more than four participants, it was completed with the four
who did agree to participate.
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Researchers should consider their role when examining ethical practices. Stake (1995)
stated that “the case researcher plays different roles and has options as to how they will be
played” (p. 91), including the roles of teacher, interviewer, reader, artist, counselor, participant
observer, consultant, evaluator, advocate, storyteller, and others. Stake posited that although
research standards may seem restrictive and prescribed, researchers’ investigative styles may
vary as they make continuous decisions, consciously or unconsciously, about the amount of
emphasis of each role. Glesne (2016) identified several possible unethical roles that researchers
may assume when faced with various dilemmas while conducting their studies: exploiter (power
and control), intervener/reformer (what to do with dangerous knowledge), advocate
(championing a cause), and friend (intimate information). These roles can have a negative
influence on the participants as well as the quality of the data collected and analyzed (Glesne,
2016).
I assumed various roles throughout the study: facilitator, teacher, interpreter, and
evaluator. In addition to clarifying the various roles, I also declared my positionality regarding
my past experiences inside and outside the classroom, teaching philosophy, personal goals, and
what I hoped to learn from this study. Declaring this knowledge in advance aligned with ethical
viewpoints and helped to establish a foundation for credibility, confirmability, and dependability.
Summary
Presented in Chapter Three were details about the research design, methodology, role of
the researcher, and ethical procedures. Chapter Four provides an interpretation of the data based
on the perceptions, experiences, and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL practices and
strategies through the eyes of the participants as well as the researcher’s interpretations
throughout the study process.
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Chapter Four: Findings
The purpose of this study was to understand the perceptions and experiences of middle
school teachers regarding the training and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL with the
goal of developing a PL framework aimed at training and supporting teachers with curricularembedded SRL practices and strategies. To meet this goal, I framed the study around one RQ:
How does SRL-focused PL affect teachers’ perceptions, experiences, and implementation of
curricular-embedded SRL strategies and practices in the middle school classroom? This chapter
focuses on the findings. Included in the chapter are details about the setting, participant
demographics and attributes, data collection and analysis, evidence of trustworthiness, results,
and a summary.
Setting
Several conditions influenced the participants’ experiences, perceptions, and
implementation of SRL throughout this study. Although I had intended to give the participants
options in the ways that they wanted to access the first phase of the PL framework, COVID-19
pandemic protocols at the district level prohibited staff from meeting in groups. The result was
that the participants accessed the content through Canvas in an online format only. I offered
support through emails and sometimes in person using suggested protocols (e.g., social
distancing, mask wearing). The pandemic also affected the study in other ways. One of the
participants reflected on her perceptions of students’ learning loss because of the pandemic. She
stated, “The additional issue of the pandemic has meant that students are struggling even more
with some concepts because they don’t have the prior knowledge that past students had.”
In addition, close to what was supposed to be the beginning of data collection, my mother
passed away, which affected my ability to focus on the participants as much as I had intended.
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These two events required the participants to be more autonomous and self-paced throughout the
training phase. As a result, the participants advanced through the study at different rates (see
Appendix C), which limited my ability to use a collaborative approach or share ideas with the
participants during the implementation phase, as originally planned.
Demographics
Four participants comprised my sample. All of them were teachers at SVSM, with three
of the participants teaching various subjects at the Grade 6 level (English language arts [ELA],
science, and social studies) and the other participant teaching computer science to students in
Grades 6 to 8, including a high school-level class. Several of the participants referred to
experiences outside their current classroom contexts, so this information was included in
addition to their current contexts. The participants also shared what they had hoped to achieve
from this PL experience. To help organize participant data and to respect anonymity, I assigned
each participant a letter (A-D) and a pseudonym.
Participant A (Jake): Jake, a European American male teacher, was a novice teacher with
2 years of experience. He was the computer science teacher and taught students in Grades 6 to 8
at SVMS. One of the Grade 8 classes was for high school credit. Prior to obtaining this position,
he was completing university work and was studying as a student teacher at another middle
school outside of SVSD. His preservice teaching experience was in advanced math with students
in Grades 6 to 8. He had completed a university degree at the bachelor’s level. When asked what
he hoped to gain from participating in the study, Jake stated that he hoped to “find new and
interesting ways to push students to be more dependent on themselves to complete work given to
them” and wanted to see if he could “have students exhaust other means of problem solving”
before relying on him for guidance.
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Participant B (Kathy): Kathy, a European American female teacher, had more than 20
years of experience working in public schools. At the time of the study, Kathy taught social
studies to students in Grade 6. She had four classes in total: two advanced and two English
language learner (ELL) push-ins. The ELL push-in classes included a context in which there
were not only a coteacher and ELLs but also students who were struggling academically. Prior to
Kathy’s role at the time of the study, she had taught special education and cotaught academic
classes at the Grade 8 level. She also had taught various subjects at the Grade 9 level. The
highest degree earned was at the specialist (EdS) level. Kathy stated that she hoped to understand
“how to implement SRL since I frequently have students who struggle with regulating their
behavior in the classroom” and hoped to “walk away from this course with the tools that I will be
able to implement and are of use to the students.”
Participant C (Lisa): Lisa, a European American female teacher, was another veteran
teacher with an unknown number of years of experience. At the time of the study, Lisa taught
ELA, with two classes at the advanced level and two Remedial Education Program classes for
students who were struggling with content and were in smaller classes (around 20). Prior to
teaching within the context of the study, Lisa had taught special education ELA and reading at
the Grade 6 and Grade 7 levels. The highest degree earned was an EdS, but she was working
toward a doctoral degree at the time of the study. Lisa stated, “I hope to learn some skills to help
my students from this experience. I am also doing my doctorate so I hope to also learn from your
process.”
Participant D (Megan): Megan, a European American female teacher, was the third
veteran teacher in the sample. Like Lisa, she had an unknown number of years of experience. At
the time of the study, Megan taught science to students in Grade 6, with two classes being
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advanced and the other two on level. Previously, Megan had taught ELA, math, and reading to
students in Grade 6 and math, reading, and science to students in Grade 8. The highest degree
earned was at the EdS level. Megan stated, “I hope to be able to help students learn how to be
more involved in their own learning and behavior. It sometimes seems like the teachers are
working harder than the students to get assignments completed. I would like tools that will help
students to learn more independently.”
Although most of the data collection wee from a Grade 6 context, Jake implemented
strategies with one of his Grade 8 classes (not the high school level class). At least one of the
other participants also reflected on cases involving Grade 8 students. Perceived differences
between contexts are discussed in Chapter 5.
Data Collection
All four participants provided data for all of the data collection methods: the “Introduce
Yourself” discussion board post and implementing strategies discussion post, which was added
later; module reflections during both phases; the model artifact; and the interview. Megan
included in the implementing strategies discussion post an artifact that she had developed during
the implementation phase.
Because the participants self-paced, I tracked when they completed various modules.
None of the participants paced completed the two phases at the same rate, so the planned face-toface meeting could not happen. In its place, I created the “Implementing Strategies” discussion
post to transition the participants from the training phase to the implementation phase by
prompting them to describe how they planned to embed SRL practices and strategies into their
curricula. Initially, this was going to be a face-to-face meeting allowing the participants to share
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ideas on implementation practices and strategies, and possibly collaborate. The discussion board
task did not accomplish the same goals because participants were at different stages of the study.
Data Analysis
Prior to data analysis, I developed codes that I anticipated would be found throughout the
data. These provisional codes, also known as anticipated or a priori codes, were developed based
on the reviewed literature and from my previous experiences with SRL. I also developed
attribute codes that would serve as a foundation for the participant, setting, and demographic
data. The coding of the demographic data helped to establish the participants’ profiles:
participants’ names; grade levels and subject areas of the current context, including student
levels such as on level or advanced; grade levels and subject areas previously taught; and
expectations of what they would gain from being in the study.
I developed a system to organize and manage the data before analyzing them. In addition,
before storing the data, I read the collected data (i.e., from discussion posts, reflective journaling,
and interview transcriptions) multiple times to obtain a holistic view of the project itself. I
assigned pseudonyms and alphabetic identifiers to the participants prior to saving the various
documents and uploading them into ATLAS.ti to protect identities. I used Microsoft Excel to
create a system for memoing at the project, document, and segment levels. I copied segments of
data from the documents and pasted them into the spreadsheet to make notes (memos) and list
emerging codes.
In addition to creating attribute and provisional codes, I developed a list of initial codes,
also called line-by-line or open codes, as well as in vivo codes. With more than 120 codes, I
began the process of categorizing and theming the data through pattern coding (Saldaña, 2021). I
examined the segments and codes to eliminate codes that were not relevant, and I combined
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codes that were similar in context. I then developed five central ideas or themes with a total of 19
categories and 93 codes (see Appendix D). To help with visual analysis, I color coded the themes
within ATLAS.ti. These themes are presented in the Results section of this chapter.
Evidence of Trustworthiness
To increase the trustworthiness of the study, I used a variety of recommended strategies.
For example, member checking can help researchers to establish the credibility of their studies.
Although not at the level I had originally planned, I used member checking to clarify previously
collected data by developing specific questions for the participants to answer during the
interviews following conclusion of the study. There were several instances in which I had made
assumptions that were not entirely accurate, so by asking these questions, I was able to reflect on
my own interpretations about the participants’ data as well as aspects of the PL framework and
implementation of SRL practices and strategies. My original plan was to share various data with
the participants and allow them to comment. Because of time constraints, I was unable to provide
this level of member checking.
One of the strategies that researchers use to ensure the trustworthiness involves allowing
the reader to generalize about various aspects of said studies. I attempted to provide rich, thick
data intended to aid the reader in making these generalizations. Although transferability was
limited because of the specific contexts of the study, my goal was for the reader to apply
concepts from this study to other contexts. Because this study included a broad perspective on
how SRL could be used within a variety of contexts, the reader may be able to transfer the
findings to other settings. The PL framework was intended to include ample flexibility not only
in content and format but also use of the information in ways that applied to their contexts in
meaningful ways, thus making transferability easier. I sought to achieve confirmability by using
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the voices of the participants, not my own. Although I recorded my own notes (researcher
journaling) throughout data collection, I did not use them to replace the participants’ voices.
Results
For reporting the results, I used a thematic analysis approach. Six themes emerged from
the thematic analysis of the data. However, I used one theme to organize and analyze data from
the Settings and Demographics sections not associated with the RQ and, therefore, not included
in this section. Five themes emerged from the analysis of the data. The first two themes focused
on the participants’ understandings of theoretical knowledge (i.e., perceptions) and various
experiences with the PL framework. The third and fourth themes focused on the participants’
perceptions and experiences involving implementation of SRL curricular-embedded practices
and strategies. The fifth theme focused on the participants’ perceptions of contextual differences
in both phases. These contextual explorations included differences between and among various
levels of cognitive and metacognitive development at the middle school level, as well as
differences between or among students at various levels or class contexts (e.g., on level and
advanced). As discussed in Chapters Two and Three, context is an important aspect of SRL, so
differences in contexts needed to be explored in an effort to not overgeneralize and assume that
certain practices or strategies that appeared effective in one context would automatically provide
the same results in other contexts.
Theme 1: Variety of Understandings Regarding Knowledge Related to SRL
The relevance of this theme is that it aligned with previous results indicating a disconnection in
theoretical knowledge between participants and researchers. Participant knowledge of theoretical
underpinnings was important to build a foundation to have a thorough understanding of SRL and
its application. Because the participants were challenged to develop their own practices and
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strategies, I placed more emphasis on the training phase of the study to give them a strong
theoretical foundation. Participants demonstrated knowledge acquisition and understanding in 44
instances; there were only five instances of possible misconceptions (although not necessarily
so). There also were 33 occurrences of the participants connecting PL framework content to
either current contexts, previous contexts, or personal experience (e.g., as students).
Regarding cognitive and metacognitive development, for example, the teachers related
theoretical knowledge to their current or past contexts. Kathy stated, “I was shocked to find out
that sixth-graders are at the early stages of the process, and it explains a lot.” Lisa perceived this
information as helping her better understand her students cognitively and metacognitively.
Although Jake did not comment directly on this cognitive or metacognitive development, he
noted that he used student past experiences to “bring forth their meta knowledge,” which he then
uses to guide instruction. He also stated that he strived to “make material relatable over just
giving instruction.”
Other examples of participants indicating having an understanding of theoretical
knowledge include those related to the various components of SCT (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997),
especially self-efficacy and reciprocal determinism. Agency was generally equated with student
autonomy and facilitated practices and strategies related to student choice, for example. Kathy
mentioned reciprocal determinism multiple times, especially when describing classroom
behavior. The participants also stated how they used a variety of practices and strategies to
increase students’ self-efficacy. Verbal persuasion and mastery experiences were the only
sources of self-efficacy that seemed to apply to the participants. From this information, Kathy
appeared to transfer the modes of agency and apply them to SRM.
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One of the most substantial possible misconceptions related to behavior regulation and its
relationship with SRL. The participants mentioned behavior in the context of self-regulation
multiple times (at least four times). Two of these instances occurred at the beginning of the
study, prior to the participants engaging with content of the PL framework. For example, Megan
stated, “I hope to be able to help students learn how to be more involved in their own learning
and behavior.” Kathy also referred to behavior regulation in the Introduce Yourself activity
writing, commenting that “I am hoping how to implement SRL since I frequently have students
who struggle with regulating their behavior in the classroom.”
The other two occurrences took place after training phase by the same participants. This
might have been because of the inclusion of Zimmerman’s (1989) triadic analysis model, which
emphasizes three types of regulation, namely, behavioral, environmental, and covert, but these
regulations are in relation to learning and are not independent subprocesses of SRL. This
possible misconception might have important implications that are examined in detail in Chapter
Five. Overall, the participants manifested more understandings than misconceptions. The
participants also were able to relate theoretical knowledge to a variety of contexts. These results
may or may not have aligned with previous studies that also reported mixed results in
participants’ understandings regarding theoretical knowledge because of different contexts.
Participants’ use of models. One of the key activities for the participants prior to the
implementation phase was to adapt or develop models to create visual representations of how
they perceived SRL within their classroom contexts. For this study, looking at the participants’
models was an additional method for checking for understandings. Jake’s model (see Figure 7)
was adapted from Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) cyclical phases model, which he used
throughout the implementation phase.
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Figure 7
Jake’s Adapted Model for SRL in the Classroom

During the training phase, Kathy put a lot of emphasis on studying the models and their
application to the classroom context. Although her adapted model (see Figure 8) resembled
Zimmerman’s (1989) triadic analysis model, she referred to Butler and Cartier’s (2018) situated
learning model throughout the implementation phase. Megan developed her own model (see
Figure 9), which integrated SRL practices and strategies (in red) with extant curricular practices.
This model seemed to be a sequential process model for a unit of study.
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Figure 8
Kathy’s Adapted Model for SRL in the Classroom
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Figure 9
Megan’s Developed Model for SRL in the Classroom

Lisa also developed her own model (see Figure 10), which did not resemble any of the
models introduced during the training phase of the study. This model was focused on selfregulation in general as an integrated component of daily classroom procedures, with references
to classroom behavior and learning.
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Figure 10
Lisa’s Developed Model for SRL in the Classroom

The four models, whether adapted from other theoretical models mentioned in the
training phase or developed by the participants themselves, varied in content, but the participants
who adapted extant models tended to favor simpler ones, unlike the participants who developed
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their own. Throughout the implementation phase, Jake was the only participant to refer directly
to his model when implementing SRL practices and strategies.
Theme 2: Mixed Experiences With the PL Framework
One of the aims of this study was to develop a PL framework for embedding SRL
practices and strategies into middle school curricula. The perceptions and experiences of the
participants played a role in evaluating the PL framework and could be helpful to make future
modifications. The participants identified 14 challenges as well as 23 successes with the
framework. The participants felt that the theoretical knowledge was overwhelming (10
instances), and the format of the content made it difficult to understand (three). In addition,
Kathy indicated that even though she could have used multiple methods, she felt limited in the
choices because of the composition of her class. This assertion aligned more with challenges
with implementation but was raised by Kathy during her interview responses about the PL
framework. Jake reported these challenges during the training phase, so I provided extra
resources, especially the scripts for the lesson videos, which I also made available to the other
participants. I had served as Jake’s mentor the previous year, so he was comfortable seeking my
help. Jake and Megan reported that these scripts helped them to understand the content.
The PL framework also gave the participants opportunities to express their goals and
aspirations specific to future applications. In 23 instances, the participants stated their aims
related to implementing SRL in the classroom context: increasing students’ independence (five
instances), setting goals related to implementing SRL (six), increasing students’ motivation
(two), implementing SRL teaching practices (two), and increasing students’ use of SRL
strategies use (eight). In addition to goals and aspirations, the participants also speculated on the
results, that is, how implementing SRL practices and strategies was going to increase students’
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academic performance (four). Although not necessarily associated with either challenges or
successes, setting goals for implementation and speculating results related to planning processes
for future implementation.
There also were quite a few instances (48) that involved the participants’ sharing their
reactions to or dispositions about elements of the PL framework, including the theoretical
knowledge component. Some were general statements about the content. For example, Kathy
said, “I found this week’s session very useful to my teaching practices,” and “This module’s
topic was an eye-opening experience.” Some comments were related to applicability in more
specific contexts. For example, Megan stated, “The information from this week’s session is
applicable to my current teaching practice because we have so many students who are lacking
self-efficacy.” Other comments were directed toward taking action. Lisa, for example, made
statements that involved advocating for change, one of which was “We must find what motivates
our students to help them. Not every student has that fire under their [behind], but we have to see
what pushes them.”
Theme 3: Mixed Experiences With the Planning and Implementation of CurricularEmbedded SRL Practices and Strategies
This theme focused on the implementation of various SRL practices and strategies in the
classroom that the participants planned for and implemented: implementation planning process
(seven), challenges (14), successes (32) perceived by participants with the implementation,
perceived impact of implementation (14), and participants’ reactions and dispositions about
implementation (26). Planning for implementation was one of the last activities of the training
phase. The participants not only remarked about future plans during this transitional activity but
also that some of them had been planning implementation since the beginning of the study. This
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statement was especially true of Jake, who not only speculated how he was going to implement
SRL practices and strategies during the implementation phase but also adhered to those plans
very closely. Kathy also explained her plans from early in the training phase, sharing that “I am
planning on trying to add more self-reflection to my lessons to help students with their selfefficacy.” Kathy also referenced modes of regulation, relating it to SRM. She stated, “I am going
to start ‘watching’ students to see if they are self-motivated or rely on ‘proxies’ or even
‘collective’.” Both Jake and Kathy mentioned that they were planning to continue implementing
SRL practices and strategies after the study was finished.
The participants perceived more successes than challenges during the implementation
phase. Challenges involved decision making (three challenges), time restrictions (two), and other
limitations (eight). Jake found that deciding what to do and how to apply the knowledge acquired
during the training phase were his biggest challenges. He stated that the content was
overwhelming and that some of the language used was at a high level, which reduced his ability
to decide how these concepts were going to fit into his curricula. Jake would stop by my
classroom frequently to get support for the training elements as well as implementation support.
The level of support that I provided to Jake was unique among the participants. Megan also
struggled at first when deciding on ways to apply SRL practices and strategies. She indicated that
it was a challenge “just stopping and taking the time to figure out which practices I wanted to try
and where would be the best time to include them since I’ve been teaching for so long and I’ve
had the same subject area and grade level for so long.” Megan found it difficult to implement
new activities into well-established curricula.
The participants also reported other challenges. Kathy, for example, stated, “I really
struggle with using self-reflection with the students.” Another challenge that Kathy experienced
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was a disruption in learning because of hearing and vision testing that prevented her from
implementing a strategy as fully as she had intended. Kathy also acknowledged differences
between classroom contexts as a barrier to implementation. Her class of 21 students had the most
success with SRL implementation, but her class of 31 students, some of whom had behavioral
issues, presented more of a challenge to implementation.
Perceived successes included those made in general and specific contexts. General
contexts included statements such as Jake’s comment that “it appears to have gone over
smoothly.” Other participants were more specific in their assertions, such as focusing on the
model that was used or student engagement. Megan made the most detailed statements about
successful implementation. She stated, “I had students reflect on a foldable of the ocean floor
(advanced) or a soil profile that was colored and labeled (on level). Students were able to
articulate orally whether they liked the activity or not. They were also honest about the effort
they put into completing the activity. They were able to explain how it helped or didn’t help
them understand the material.” Lisa also found that students were taking more ownership of their
learning, were being more mindful of what they had learned, and were seeing their own growth.
The participants also reported various perceived impacts. Although they did not report
any negative impacts, the participants did not view not all impacts as completely positive.
Moderate impacts (3) indicated positive impacts, but at a lower level. For example, Kathy
reported, “The new class did not pounce on the token system as a whole, but some individuals
did participate.” Kathy also said, “Of the five students I was focusing on, only two were more
engaged in the lessons and liked getting tokens for participation. The other three were the most
difficult in that particular class and for one reason or another did not increase or even decrease
their class participation.”
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The positive impact statements also varied in detail. Lisa remarked, “So many of the kids
that had that goal scored so much higher than in the past,” but she was less specific when
sharing, “So much positive impact this week!!! I hope some of this is clicking!” Jake indicated
that some results from implementation were unexpected, noting that “their grades surprised me
as I had almost all As from the presentation.”
The participants’ reactions and dispositions (19) were positive. Some of the participants
were surprised by the results. For example, Jake stated, “I found this to be a great learning
opportunity in showing that not everything goes exactly as planned; sometimes, changes need to
be made.” Kathy said that “overall, I like SRL and plan on keeping it in place for the rest of the
year and see how it goes with those who responded positively.” Lisa’s enthusiasm was evident in
her reflection statements that “and even though I can see the grade in Canvas, the students came
to me and told me because they were proud (and I was too)!!” and “experience with SRL was
awesome.”
Although not necessarily a reaction or a disposition, all four participants used data
analysis to a degree throughout the implementation phase. Jake reported his own findings, noting
that “overall, 94% of the students said that the preproject questions did help them with the
preparation of the project, [and] 100% of the students thought their projects turned out good
(69%) to excellent (31%). None of them thought it was fair or poor. Over half the class (53%)
feel they got a grade better than they expected. In the reflection, about 90% of the students would
have changed something to make their project better. This was interesting as 53% of them
already said they got a better grade than what they thought they would get. All of the students
had an idea about how to plan for future projects.” Kathy also used trial and control groups in her
implementation and reported that student engagement increased for both groups.
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Theme 4: Variety of Practices and Strategies Employed
Under this theme, I looked at data related to the participants’ use of models, various
teacher practices, student-focused strategies, and students’ reactions and dispositions perceived
by the teacher participants. Under the Use of Models category, there were 18 instances related to
Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) cyclical phases model, two referring to the developmental
levels of SRL model, five to Butler and Cartier’s (2018) situated learning model, and one
instance of a participant making reference to choosing a model. As already mentioned, the
participants either adapted previous models or developed their own models.
The Teacher Practices category had 45 occurrences in the data set. Eighteen of them were
specific to using classroom practices such as scaffolding and modeling, 24 toward providing
student support, and three to using student feedback to plan instruction. In the Student Strategies
category, 37 instances were related to student-focused strategies (things the students were doing).
I organized these strategies based on Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) cyclical phases model,
with 13 occurrences related to planning strategies, four to monitoring, and 20 to reflection
strategies. The reason for analyzing student strategies in this manner was to identify the types of
SRL strategies that the teachers were using. Planning strategies included making checklists,
setting goals, and preparing preproject planning questions. Monitoring activities involved
allowing students to ask questions or make adjustments to project-based tasks. Reflection
activities included mostly students’ self-reflection activities. The teacher participants also had
adapted classroom practices they were using prior to the study to SRL, for example, using a
ticket-out-the-door strategy for students to reflect on levels of understanding as well as
dispositions toward class activities. Lisa used a strategy that I had made available in the
workshop, a task reflection form, that I used with my students. This strategy was meant to serve
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as an example; however, because I had developed it for my own classroom context, the content
of the form was not necessarily appropriate for use by the participants in their own classroom
contexts. Megan developed her own strategy that asked students to rank (five-star system) an
activity itself (how much they liked it), their level of participation, and their level of
understanding. She believed that “learning more about SRL and SRM has encouraged me to give
students more opportunities to give feedback about activities and their participation in learning
activities.”
The participants’ perceptions about students’ reactions and dispositions (16) also played a
role in how they responded to students. Data from student self-assessments and feedback tasks,
for example, have a role in planning future curricular activities. Megan found that two of her
advanced students preferred to take notes rather than engage in the more interactive tasks that
she had assigned. Her students preferred the interactive tasks. Another instance involving
students’ dispositions was in Jake’s class. Initially, the boys in his Grade 8 class resisted
participating in the preproject planning questions, but after Jake explained the reasons for
participating, they no longer resisted. According to Jake, “The males that found it sort of off
putting in the beginning found it very useful.” Although students’ reactions and dispositions may
play an important role in determining the ways that teachers plan curricular activities,
investigating them was beyond the scope of this study, so these data played a minor role in this
analysis.
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Theme 5: Recognition of Similarities and Differences in Various Contexts
One of the themes emerging from the data analysis was that SRL is context dependent.
This theme focused on differences in contexts in the middle school setting: within a specific
grade level, between and among middle school grade levels, and between and among teachers’
own classes. What applies to one context may not necessarily apply to another. For example, a
one-size-fits-all approach may not be appropriate in some contexts. It is important for teachers to
understand that even in their own classes, the same practices and strategies might not be useful.
Teachers should be knowledgeable of multiple SRL practices and strategies. Although exploring
similarities and differences was not a major component of this study, it is worth mentioning
because there were perceived differences not only between and among grade levels but also class
contexts.
The participants mentioned contexts related to middle school 15 times, differences
between contexts (specifically their classes) eight times, and one reference to “influencers” as a
reason for planning particular class activities. Comments about Grade 6 contexts mostly related
to cognitive and metacognitive development, along with perceived abilities regarding academic
performance. Grade 8 contexts referred to the previous experiences of one participant when
comparing cognitive and metacognitive differences between students in Grade 6 and Grade 8.
Jake referred to the Grade 8 context in his comment about boys in his Grade 8 class resisting a
preplanning strategy that “I personally feel like this is a typical response from this age.”
In regard to classroom contexts, Kathy stated that she used goal setting to increase
motivation in one of her classes but found it ineffective with students in another class. Class size
was a factor for Kathy, who noted that strategies were easier to implement in smaller classes as
well as in small groups, not whole classes. Megan and Lisa found that their on-level classes were
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more enthusiastic about SRL strategies than the advanced classes were. Lisa found this to be an
interesting outcome. Megan stated, “When I finally decided to commit to a project, I found my
on-level students did a better job overall than my advanced students.”
Summary
Results of this study indicated a variety of conclusions: teachers’ perceptions about the
understandings of theoretical knowledge and possible misconceptions as well as
preimplementation applications, mixed experiences with the PL framework (mostly successes
but some challenges), mixed experiences with implementation (mostly perceived successes but
some challenges), various uses of practices and strategies, and recognition of similarities and
differences between and among various contexts. These results may serve as a foundation to
research other aspects of the PL framework, including the format to deliver content, the course
content (theoretical knowledge), and teacher leaders’ support for adapting or developing
curricular-embedded SRL practices and strategies. Implications, interpretations, and
recommendations based on these findings are presented in Chapter Five.
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Chapter Five: Discussion and Implications
The purpose of this study was to understand the perceptions and experiences of middle
school teachers regarding the training and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL with the
goal of developing a PL framework aimed at training and supporting teachers with curricularembedded SRL practices and strategies. Key findings from this study indicate that the teacher
participants had diverse understandings of the theoretical concepts that served as the foundation
for SRL theory and practice; had mixed experiences with the PL framework, along with the
planning and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL practices and strategies; employed a
variety of practices and strategies; and recognized similarities and differences between and
among various contexts.
Interpretation of the Findings
Research in the field of SRL has been expansive and has used a large variety of
methodologies, settings, and interventions, among other foci. However, few researchers have
focused on the PL of teachers and a PL format enabling teachers to not only develop a thorough
understanding of the theoretical underpinnings of SRL but also include various phases devoted to
training and implementation. I centered this study on the idea of giving the teacher participants
increased autonomy in the ways that they perceived, experienced, and implemented SRL
practices and strategies in their classrooms. These perceptions, experiences, and
implementations, as well as the variety of practices and strategies employed, varied among the
participants, as demonstrated in the models that they either adapted or developed. These
differences could have been viewed as misconceptions or misinterpretations, but they also had
the potential to lead to a more in-depth understanding of how the teachers interpreted and
implemented this knowledge. Although the participants tended to manifest more understanding
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than misconceptions, these results aligned with previous studies indicating a disconnection
between researchers and participants’ understandings, even if it was to a lesser degree. It is
difficult to make comparisons because the contexts among the studies were different.
The PL framework I developed for this study was not based on a particular model; rather,
it was a compilation of best practices for online course development and teacher leadership. I
viewed this framework as a rough draft for a future PL framework that could provide teachers
with the training and support necessary to embed SRL into extant curricula. Giving the
participants the opportunity to engage in the training and implementation of curricular-embedded
practices and strategies, as well as reporting their successes and challenges regarding the PL
framework and implementation of practices and strategies, may open the way to develop the
framework so that it can be more effective.
Because the participants were responsible for adapting or developing their own SRL
practices and strategies for implementation, they needed to have a thorough understanding of
foundational knowledge related to SRL. Some areas of the PL framework were found lacking
and may need to be improved in future iterations to increase understanding. All participants
expressed different reasons for finding the training content overwhelming: (a) the amount of
content to be covered in a short time frame, and (b) the language used in the videos was at a
more advanced level, something that Jake referred to as “doctor speak.” This sentiment was
shared by Megan. Both participants benefitted from text-based materials (video scripts) that I
provided as a solution. Although the amount of content and language level were barriers for
these particular participants, they also claimed that they benefitted from the information,
especially once they made those connections. Jake stated, “Once I was able to actually let it soak
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in…. I was able to actually translate that and put it into a working method… it seemed to work
out really good.”
One possible misconception had to do with subprocesses of self-regulation. Although the
study focused on SRL and SRM, the participants included other sub-processes, specifically
behavior regulation, in their reflections. I initially assumed that this was a misconception because
it was outside the scope my study. The participants seemed to perceive behavior regulation as
part of the learning process or perhaps a self-regulatory element found in the classroom in
general. Including behavior regulation seemed to be natural for all three veteran teachers in the
sample, so they may not have perceived behavior as something separate from learning. The
inclusion of other subprocesses also could have been the result of recent interventions and PL
initiatives introduced by the district and school. Socioemotional learning has been a focus of the
school district for several years, and more recently, the school introduced faculty to restorative
practices interventions, one of which was self-regulation.
From an SRL perspective, Usher and Schunk (2018) included cognition, behavior,
motivation, emotion, social, and environment as components of SRL. In effect, cognition,
behavior, motivation, and emotional states can be self-regulated. Even within the reciprocal
determinism model (Bandura, 1997), behavior is a potential influence for cognitions and the
environment. Zimmerman’s (1989) triadic analysis model also includes a behavior subprocess,
but in this case, it is in relation to SRL.
Although most of the research literature that I reviewed focused on SRL and SRM,
researchers also have considered other subprocesses of self-regulation, including cognitive,
behavior, and emotion regulation (Modrek & Ramirez, 2020). According to Modrek and
Ramirez (2020), “Cognitive self-regulation refers to cognitive functions that allow individuals to
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monitor and manage their thoughts” (p. 115). Modrek and Ramirez did not include emotion
regulation in their study, but they did refer to cognitive regulation as being similar to executive
functioning, with executive functioning being a broad construct and cognitive self-regulation
being driven by the control of one’s own thought processes. Behavior regulation refers to the
ability to demonstrate self-control, such as on-task and off-task behaviors (Modrek & Ramirez,
2020).
McRae and Gross (2020) stated that emotion regulation is based on the concept that
people have the ability to change their emotions, not just experience them passively. Emotion
regulation “focuses on people’s attempts to influence emotions, defined as time-limited,
situationally bound, and valenced (positive or negative) states” (McRae & Gross, 2020, p. 1).
Influence could relate to agentic qualities from an SCT (Bandura 1977, 1986, 1997) perspective.
Nozaki and Mikolajczak (2020) noted that most of the research in this field has focused on
regulation of one’s own emotions (intrinsic regulation), but recently, there has been increased
interest in regulation of someone else’s emotional states (extrinsic regulation). Intrinsic and
extrinsic regulation seem to align with the self and proxy regulation modes found in SCT.
Understandings and misconceptions were evident the participants’ self-developed
models. Lisa’s model could potentially indicate misconceptions because there were no apparent
links to SRL in her model; instead, it held other subprocesses of self-regulation. The other
participants’ models reflected various concepts related to SRL, albeit in different contexts. Jake’s
model, which was an adaptation of Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) cyclical phases model,
aligned the closest to actual implementation when compared to the models of the other three
participants. His practices and strategies included planning, monitoring, and reflection processes,
all of which were embedded in the various projects that he implemented with his students. The
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other two participants adapted or developed models that aligned with SRL concepts, but they did
not refer to them during the implementation phase. This was not a requirement, though, because
the participants’ models were adapted or developed based on the participants’ perceptions of
SRL in their classroom contexts and were not necessarily linked to implementation.
Successes and Challenges With Implementation and Variety of Practices and
Strategies Employed. Participants reported more successes than challenges during the
implementation phase, when they employed a variety of practices and strategies. My study
participants chose which practices and strategies to implement based on which ones aligned with
the curricula that they were teaching. This enabled the participants to embed them into content,
enhance curricular practices and strategies, and allow students to reflect on processes and
outcomes. The participants also found differences when applying SRL practices and strategies in
their classes and with different students. The participants also reported mostly positive impacts in
the classroom, with only two instances being considered moderate. There were no negative
impacts.
I expected that the participants would have encountered more challenges with
implementation. Because the participants were the ones developing practices and strategies to
embed within their curricula, perhaps they had more ownership of them, unlike the prescribed
practices and strategies found in other studies that were more intervention based. In general, the
participants understood the theoretical knowledge and applied it to developing their own SRL
practices and strategies, which were mostly reflective, with planning strategies being the second
most and monitoring strategies being the least. These results could have reflected the priorities or
conceptions of the participants specific to the ways that they embedded the practices and
strategies. Jake, the novice teacher, had built preproject questions (planning) and postproject
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questions (reflection) into the task process, and he used monitoring strategies as needed (i.e.,
allowing students to ask questions or make modifications to their projects during the
performance phase).
Megan’s model held embedded SRL practices and strategies at various points throughout
a unit plan. If SRL practices are implemented in a consistent manner, rather than sporadically,
throughout a unit, students may be able to develop higher self-regulatory habits. Jake used the
same format to embed SRL practices and strategies across classroom contexts (i.e., with Grade 6
and Grade 8 students) with success. He implemented the same type of SRL a second time within
a previous context, and the students demonstrated understanding of what to do. They needed
little input from Jake on the use of these strategies.
Other participants used SRL practices and strategies in a less organized manner. Megan
used them on an “as needed” basis. This use of implementation can have a more formative or
even diagnostic approach to self-regulation. Based on this information, SRL practices and
strategies can be adapted or developed for a number of contexts; thus, having a repertoire of
these practices and strategies may help to increase students’ academic performance. Having a
robust repertoire of SRL practices and strategies also may mean having a deeper understanding
of the ways that they can applied in various contexts. Lisa, for example, developed different
checklists for students in one of her classes that depended on their needs.
Another point regarding practices and strategies is to keep them appropriate for the
developmental levels of the students. Strategies, for example, do not have to be complicated.
Megan, for example, used a simple rating system to obtain the information that she needed to
evaluate students’ perceptions of a task, their participation in completing the task, and their level
of understanding. According to Kathy, one of the reasons that she did not have much success
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with previous attempts using a strategy referred to as ticket-out-the-door was because she did not
have time to read all of the responses that the students wrote. Although the ticket-out-the-door
strategy can be used to assess students’ understanding about the current topic, it also can be a
useful tool to assess students’ SRL. Curricular and SRL aspects can be blended easily into a
single assessment tool, such as those used for preassessments, formative assessments, and
summative or postassessments. Giving the teacher participants the autonomy to not only decide
how they were going to embed various SRL practices and strategies into their curricula but also
what they were going to implement were important aspect of the PL framework, especially in
different contexts.
Teacher Leadership
My role as a teacher leader in this study was to facilitate training and provide support to
the participants as they learned about the theoretical aspects of SRL and ways to embed SRL
practices and strategies into their curricula. Within the context of this study, I was the expert on
the subject, so I assumed an informal teacher leadership position. Although this framework could
have been implemented in a more formal setting, the action of teachers leading teachers has
important implications. For example, with this sample of four participants, I was accessible to
them, and I was not overwhelmed by the small number of participants, particularly because they
self-paced and did not require support from me at the same level at the same time. Jake, whom I
was assigned to mentor the year before, felt comfortable approaching me for support throughout
the training and implementation phases. My classroom close was also to his, so he would drop by
regularly to discuss SRL theory and implementation practices and strategies. The other
participants’ classrooms were in another part of the building, so I would make the effort to visit
them or email to check if they needed any support.
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Limitations of the Study
The study had several limitations. Initially, I had wanted teacher participants who taught
different grades and subjects. Although the participants varied in subjects taught, only one
participant implemented the curricular-embedded SRL practices and strategies with Grade 8
students. This restriction potentially narrowed the scope of the study, especially because Grade 7
students were not represented at well.
Another limitation, although probably a more positive one, was that I had originally
wanted only veteran teachers in the sample. However, I included a novice teacher, which meant
providing him with additional support. This participant also seemed to be more thorough in his
efforts to embed SRL into his curriculum. Although Jake needed more support than the veteran
teachers did, he also seemed to take the time to implement the practices and strategies with more
fidelity. I also was more accessible to Jake than to the other participants because our classrooms
were across the hall from each other. The other participants’ classrooms were on the other side of
the building.
The veteran participants did have a link to me in the fact that we shared common
students. In fact, all three veteran participants were linked to me through one student, although I
did not realize it until after completing the study. As a support teacher, I continue to provide
work completion support to students in all grades and core academic subjects. I had been Jake’s
mentor the previous school year. Although I had established trust with all four participants, this
may have also been a limitation because they regarded my role as a colleague rather than as a
researcher. On the other hand, they seemed to be honest with me about various aspects of the
study. This was evident when I inquired about challenges with the framework.
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Because COVID-19 restrictions and my mother’s passing meant that the participants had
to self-pace, I was not able to implement the study as I had originally planned. In addition, I was
ill for 2 weeks prior to wanting to start the study and did not have everything ready. I had to
begin the study a week later than anticipated. Although I had planned to conduct the study over
12 weeks, in which the participants paced according to a preestablished time line, these
limitations meant that I was less involved at the beginning. The participants proceeded at their
own pace. One participant, Lisa, held true to the schedule, but other participants did not. This
schedule change meant that some of the original activities and the time line had to be amended
so that the participants could complete the study before the end of the school year. Originally, I
was going to have the participants meet as a group and discuss how they planned to implement
various SRL strategies and practices prior to the implementation phase. Because of self-pacing,
however, this was not a possibility. Anticipating this outcome, I prepared the discussion post at
the end of the training phase. This post did not meet the same goals as the face-to-face sessions
because there was no sharing of ideas and no chance to collaborate.
Another limitation regarding the framework was that I did not prompt the participants to
explain their adapted or developed models. Having this information would have helped me to
interpret the model elements, especially for the models that the teachers developed rather than
adapted. This is something I could have also done during the interview process. Another
limitation was that I did not ask the participants to explain their perceptions, experiences, and
implementation in greater detail, a process that could have provided more in-depth data.
Including these additions could have given the study more trustworthiness.
In regard to the instructional design of the PL framework, another potential limitation
was not including other subprocesses of self-regulation: The participants either had
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misconceptions about SRL or they perceived self-regulation in more general terms. This
development begs the question whether multiple subprocesses should be included when
implementing SRL practices and strategies in the classroom. The various subprocesses shared
the same theoretical foundations as SRL and executive functioning.
Recommendations
Based on the results of this study, I offer several recommendations for consideration.
Some of these recommendations focus on the PL framework, such as enhancing participant
experiences; developing design elements of the framework; providing participant grouping
options; and explaining teacher leadership roles. I also make recommendations regarding future
inquiries: study diverse participant and student populations; include other self-regulatory
subprocesses; use various settings or contexts; make changes to the PL framework; and use
different methodological approaches.
The findings suggest that although for the most part, the participants perceived the
training and implementation phases as positive experiences, developing a framework would have
to take into account the successes as well as the challenges of the framework and
implementation. The focus of any PL framework in education must be to improve students’
achievement. The framework also must effectively train and support teachers in their endeavors.
A teacher leader could facilitate such training and support.
PL Framework
The first recommendation for improving the PL framework focuses on potential
participants. The framework should be designed to accommodate teachers at different levels of
development. Novice and expert teachers alike can benefit from this framework. Jake appeared
to have been more engaged than other participants with the training and implementation aspects
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of SRL practices and strategies. Other participants may have been just as engaged but did not
implement at the level that Jake had. Future frameworks also should make the content more
accessible and appropriate for all teacher participants, regardless of years of experience or
subjects taught. The framework should include a variety of learning styles: video, text, and
hands-on application. Keeping with the theme of greater autonomy for the participants, the
framework should be available in multiple instructional formats (e.g., online, blended, flipped, or
face to face) and different time frames. Extending the length of the training phase, for example,
could help future participants to develop clearer understandings by not being overwhelmed by a
surfeit of content. Following is an example of how the framework could be modified by
extending the training phase to nine modules from the six in my PL framework:
•

Module 1 – Orientation and Introduction

•

Module 2 – Cognitive Development and Metacognition

•

Module 3 – SCT

•

Module 4 – SRL

•

Module 5 – Motivation Theories

•

Module 6 – SRM

•

Module 7 – Teacher Efficacy and SRL in the Learning Environment

•

Module 8 – A Situated Model of SRL and Motivation in the Classroom

•

Module 9 – Developing Practices and Strategies for the Classroom

Future researchers also could make framework modifications that aligned with
Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) cyclical phases model with a three-phase approach. This
modified framework could include a three-phase model that comprises a self- or group-paced
training phase (to help to plan and implement curricular-embedded practices and strategies), an
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implementation phase (to apply performance-based practices and strategies), and a reflection
phase (to reflect on implementation and planning for future applications). For example:
•

Module 1 – Orientation and Introduction

•

Module 2 – Cognitive Development and Metacognition

•

Module 3 – SCT

•

Module 4 – Motivation Theories

•

Module 5 – Self-Regulation Processes (learning, motivation, behavior, emotion)

•

Module 6 – Teacher Efficacy and Learning Environments

•

Module 7 – Models of Self-Regulation and Developing a Model

•

Module 8 – Planning for Implementation

•

Implementation or Performance Phase (3 weeks)

•

Reflection Phase (1 week; reflecting on implementation practices and strategies and
planning for future applications)

I also recommend development of a framework focused on helping the participants to
adapt or develop a strong repertoire of practices and strategies to meet the needs of all learners in
a variety of contexts. Because contexts can vary greatly and SRL practices and strategies are
context specific, having such a repertoire can greatly enhance teachers’ implementation with
greater effectiveness.
Future participants also could be accommodated through alternative grouping options
such as self-pacing, individual (noncollaborative), cohort (noncollaborative), or PLC
(collaborative) applications for training and implementation. However, these accommodations
may depend on a variety of contexts. For example, Jake was the only faculty member to teach his
subject area, but the other teachers were working in PLCs. Other participants might have enjoyed
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the prospect of sharing ideas, but they did not have any formal connections otherwise (e.g.,
differing grade levels and subject areas).
Teacher leaders who can facilitate and support the aforementioned frameworks could be
in either formal or informal leadership positions. For this study, I assumed an informal role as a
colleague facilitating and supporting SRL training and implementation. Training teacher leaders
to facilitate and support curricular-embedded SRL practices and strategies would most likely
require additional training in advance of assuming the role of facilitator.
Research Recommendations
Although the PL framework was the focus of this study, suggestions for
recommendations regarding research design also have merit: using a variety of participant
grouping and options, as mentioned earlier, and teacher’ development levels; exploring effects
on student academic performance, especially among various subgroups (academic levels,
socioeconomic status, ethnicity, etc.); including other self-regulatory subprocesses (e.g.,
behavior and emotion); applying the framework to a variety of contexts or settings (e.g., grade
levels and subject areas); adjusting the training content (e.g., increased broadness or specificity);
exploring a variety of teacher leadership roles when applying the framework; and exploring
students’ perspectives. These research applications could use a variety of methodological
approaches (e.g., quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods designs) depending on the goals of
the investigations. Several studies that I reviewed recommended a variety of approaches when
conducting research on SRL and SRM (Butler & Cartier, 2018; Miele & Scholer, 2016).
Implications
Training teachers on the use of SRL practices and strategies in the classroom can greatly
enhance student learning. Providing teachers with a PL framework that gives them not only a
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thorough understanding of the theoretical concepts and a diverse repertoire of practices and
strategies but also the autonomy to make choices regarding the implementation of these practices
and strategies can enhance student achievement even more. Although there were successes and
challenges with the PL framework developed and used for this study, there is still work to do.
Developing a PL framework involves expertise in a variety of skills and knowledge, and
flexibility allowing for various contexts. One of the greatest resources, though, is taking the time
to create various sources of information and providing teachers with the support that they need to
maximize their efforts to embed various practices and strategies successfully into extant
curricula.
Students are experiencing various conditions that are affecting their learning and
motivation, including changes in the workplace requiring increased responsibilities and a wider
range of skills, it is essential that they learn to assume more responsibility for their own learning
and motivation. Although investigating the disruptive effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on
education were beyond the scope of this study, research has indicated more need for student selfregulation (see Bai & Gu, 2021; Hass et al., 2022; Sinring et al., 2022).
Conclusion
I completed this study to explore the effects of a PL framework on the perceptions,
experiences, and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL practices and strategies in the
middle school classroom. This study had mixed results, but it also provided valuable information
for modifying or developing a more effective PL framework aimed at increasing teachers’
understandings and enhancing students’ academic achievement through curricular-embedded
interventions to help students to self-regulate their learning and motivation more efficaciously.
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I thought that this SRL framework was appropriate only for veteran teachers, but even novice
teachers may benefit. Jake stated in one of his reflections that “I wish I had been told this sooner,
so that way, I could have actually implemented this from Day 1.” He expressed the wish that
SRL had been introduced during his preservice as part of the regular curriculum. Providing
teachers with the opportunity to grow professionally and strive to improve students’ learning is
an important endeavor that requires adequate training and support. Understanding the
participants’ perceptions and experiences regarding the challenges and successes of the PL
framework, along with their goals, aspirations, and reactions and dispositions regarding various
elements of the PL content, may facilitate the development of an improved framework for
training teachers on embedding SRL practices and strategies into classroom practices.
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Appendix A: Outline of Teacher Training Course Content and Data Collection Methods
Phase I – Training Phase
Session I (Week 1)
Orientation
Introduction to the Study
Introduction to the Course
Introduction to the Researcher
Introduce Yourself activity (Discussion Board Post – document)
- Name
- Subject Area(s) currently teaching
- Grade Level
- Subject Areas taught
- Grade Levels taught
- What you hope to gain from this experience
Theoretical Insights I
Cognitive Development (Piaget)/ Social Constructivism (Vygotsky)
Metacognition (Flavell)
Reflection Questions – Week 1
Session II (Week 2)
Theoretical Insights II
Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura)
Reflection Questions – Week 2
Session III (Week 3)
Theoretical Insights III
Self-Regulated Learning (Zimmerman, Schunk, Pintrich, Boekaerts)
Motivation Theories (Bandura, Deci and Ryan, Eccles and Wigfield, Ames and Midgley)
Reflection Questions – Week 3
Session IV (Week 4)
Self-Regulation of Motivation (Wolters, Miele & Scholer)
Teacher Efficacy/ SRL practices and modeling
Reflection Questions – Week 4
Sessions V/VI (Weeks 5 & 6)
Embedding SRL/ M into the Curriculum (Weeks 5 & 6)
Implementation Strategies
Reflection Questions – Week 5/6
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Artifact – Model of SRL/M
Phase II – Implementation Phase
Implementation Phase (Weeks 7-9)
Teachers implement SRL/M strategies and practices and reflect on the experience.
Reflection Questions – Week 7, 8, & 9
Interviews – After Week 9
Reflection Questions (Weeks 1–6):
1) How do you perceive the information from this week’s session as applicable to your current teaching practice?
2) What experiences have you had regarding the topic(s) from this week’s session in the past?
Reflection Questions (Weeks 7–9):
1) What SRL practices and/or strategies, if any, did you use in your classroom this week?
2) If so, what were your experiences with implementation of SRL/M?
3) Did you perceive any impact (either direct or indirect) regarding student use of SRL/M? Explain.
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Appendix B: Interview Protocol
Purpose: To understand perceptions and experiences of participants throughout both phases of the study. To gain
deeper understandings on an individual level, as well as member checking and clarification.
Research Questions: How does SRL-focused professional learning affect teacher perceptions, experiences, and
implementation of curricular-embedded SRL strategies and practices?
Trustworthiness: I will use reflexivity as a way to bracket any preconceived biases with this experience. This will
help me develop questions and other data sources, as well as analyzing data according to these potential biases, in
addition to research I completed prior to this study. I will do this by reflecting on my own views about the subject
and writing about my experiences, knowledge, and assumptions before beginning the study.
Planning Stage
Prior to the interview, I will provide participants with a transcript of their reflections, as well as various documents
and artifacts collected throughout the study and corresponding emerging themes from data analysis to date (member
checking). Each participant will be provided an interview guide to help navigate him/her through the interview and
reflect on previous data.
Implementation Stage
Introductory Script: “Thank you for agreeing to meet with me. I need to remind you that what we discuss in this
interview will be confidential and only used for the purposes of this study. I respect your privacy and your real name
will not be used for any part of the report. Do you have any questions or concerns at this point? (pause for answer)
We will be examining various components of this study, specifically the data I have collected to date. These data
came mainly from the reflection journals, but they may also include other sources, such as the Introduce Yourself
discussion post and the SRL/M model you used.”
The interview will proceed with questions developed for the participant based on the artifacts collected throughout
the study. Some of the questions will be the same for all participants (e.g., expected coded themes), and some will be
individualized (e.g., unusual or surprise coded themes that emerged from individual artifacts).

Individual Interview Questions:
(Standard for all participants)
1. As we have concluded the study, how have your perceptions of SRL/M changed over the course of the
two phases?
2. What successes did you experience embedding SRL/M practices into your curriculum and classroom
context(s)?
3. What challenges did you experience embedding SRL/M practices into your curriculum and classroom
context(s)?
4. In what ways did the professional learning component of the study help your experience regarding
integrating SRL/M into your practice?
5. In what ways did the professional learning component of the study hinder your experience regarding
integrating SRL/M into your practice?
(Additional questions for individual participants based on collected data – member checking, clarification strategies)
Final Question: Is there anything else you would like to tell me about your experience with the course and
study, in general?
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Closing Script: “Thank you once again for your participation in this study. If you have any questions or concerns,
please communicate with me.”
Analysis and Reporting Stage
Facilitator Analysis: Immediately after each interview, I will give a quick summary of the interview, any emerging
themes, as well as any observational data (feelings).
Transcription: The interviews will be transcribed from the recording.
Analysis protocol: Watch the interview recordings and look over facilitator notes and transcriptions several times,
making notes on the transcript (familiarization); focused reading of notes and transcripts to deduce similarities and
differences with notes written on the summary and transcripts for each interview (compilation); these will be entered
into ATLAS.ti and coded; condensing, grouping, and comparisons will take place between data sets from focus
group, interviews, and documents throughout the study.

Interview for Participant ______________
Starting Time: _____________

Date: __________
Ending Time: _____________

Script:
“Thank you for agreeing to meet with me. I need to remind you that what we discuss in this interview will be
confidential and only used for the purposes of this study. I respect your privacy and your real name will not be used
for any part of the report. Do you have any questions or concerns at this point? (pause for answer) We will be
examining various components of this study, specifically the data I have collected to date. These data came mainly
from the reflection journals, but they may also include other sources, such as the Introduce Yourself discussion post
and the SRL/M model you used.”
Checklist of Materials:
 Notebook for recording notes during the interview
 Interview script with questions (make sure it is the one that matches the participant)
Facilitator Tips:
1.

Don’t forget to start recording the session!

2.

Monitor the time and questions.

3.

Set a tone that is positive.

4.

Use probing questions as needed.

5.

Do not argue with participant.

6.

Don’t forget to use the closing script!

Questions:
(Standard for all participants)
1. As we have concluded the study, how have your perceptions of SRL/M changed over the course of the
two phases?
2. What successes did you experience embedding SRL/M practices into your curriculum and classroom
context(s)?
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3. What challenges did you experience embedding SRL/M practices into your curriculum and classroom
context(s)?
4. In what ways did the professional learning component of the study help your experience regarding
integrating SRL/M into your practice?
5. In what ways did the professional learning component of the study hinder your experience regarding
integrating SRL/M into your practice?
(Additional questions for individual participants based on collected data – member checking, clarification strategies)
Final Question: Is there anything else you would like to tell me about your experience with the course and study, in
general?
Closing:
“Again, thank you for your participation in this study. If you have any questions or concerns, please communicate
with me. Have a great rest of your day!”
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Appendix C: Time Line for Study Events
Date
12/16/21
1/6/22
1/7/22
1/11/22
1/13/22
1/14/22
1/20/22

1/23/22
1/27/22
2/3/22
2/17/22
2/18/22
3/4/22
3/6/22

3/11/22

3/12/22
3/18/22
3/20/22

3/22/22
3/30/22
3/31/22

4/11/22
4/15/22
4/20/22
5/3/22
5/11/22
5/17/22
5/17/22
5/24/22

Event
Recruitment Email
Introduction Email/ Invitation to Course
Introduce Yourself DB
Introduce Yourself DB
Introduce Yourself DB
Week 1 Reflection
Week 1 Reflection
Week 2 Reflection
Introduce Yourself DB
Week 1 Reflection
Week 1 Reflection
Week 2 Reflection
Week 3 Reflection
Week 4 Reflection
Week 2 Reflection
Week 5/6 Reflection
Model Artifact Uploaded
Implementing Strategies and Practices Discussion Post (Reply 3/6)
Week 3 Reflection
Week 4 Reflection
Week 5/6 Reflection
Model Artifact Uploaded
Implementing Strategies and Practices Discussion Post (Reply 3/8)
Week 7 Reflection
Week 8 Reflection
Week 2 Reflection
Week 3 Reflection
Week 4 Reflection
Week 9 Reflection
Week 3 Reflection
Week 7 Reflection
Week 8 Reflection
Week 9 Reflection
Week 4 Reflection
Week 5/6 Reflection
Week 5/6 Reflection
Week 7 Reflection
Week 8 Reflection
Model Artifact Uploaded
Implementing Strategies and Practices Discussion Post (No Reply)
Model Artifact Uploaded
Implementing Strategies and Practices Discussion Post (No reply)
Interview
Week 9 Reflection
Interview
Week 7 Reflection
Interview
Week 8 Reflection
Week 9 Reflection
Interview

Person
Researcher
Researcher
Jake
Kathy
Lisa
Lisa
Jake
Lisa
Megan
Megan
Kathy
Kathy
Lisa
Lisa
Jake
Lisa
Lisa
Lisa
Kathy
Kathy
Kathy
Kathy
Kathy
Lisa
Lisa
Megan
Megan
Megan
Lisa
Jake
Kathy
Kathy
Kathy
Jake
Jake
Megan
Megan
Megan
Megan
Jake
Lisa
Megan
Kathy
Jake
Megan
Jake
Jake
Jake
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Appendix D: Hierarchy of Codes
Code
Frequency
Theme: Variety of understandings regarding theoretical knowledge
Category: Understandings
Cognitive/Metacognitive Development
6
Social Cognitive Theory
9
Self-Regulated Learning
6
Student Motivation
13
Self-Regulation of Motivation
5
Teacher Efficacy
1
Embedding SRL/M into Curriculum
4
Category: Possible Misconceptions
Behavior Regulation
4
Self-Efficacy vs. Self-Regulation
1
Category: Pre-Implementation Applications
Challenges in Teaching
8
Connecting Content to Context
33
Theme: Mixed experiences with the professional learning framework
Category: Challenges with PL Framework
Content Overwhelming
10
Format Limitations
3
Perceived Barriers
1
Category: Successes with PL Framework
Course Contents
7
Course Format
6
Applicability
10
Category: Participant Goals/Aspirations
Greater Student Independence
5
Implementing SRL/M
6
Increasing Student Motivation
2
Implementing Teaching Practices
2
Increasing Student Strategies
8
Category: Speculating Results
Speculating Results
4
Category: Participant Reactions/Dispositions with PL Framework
Participant Reactions/Dispositions (PLF)
48
Theme: Mixed experiences with the planning and implementation of curricular-embedded SRL/M practices and
strategies
Category: Planning for Future Implementation
Planning for Future Implementation
7
Category: Challenges with Implementation
Deciding What to Do
3
Finding the Time
3
Limitations
8
Category: Successes with Implementation
General Statements
7
Specific Contexts
25
Category: Impacts of Implementation
Moderate Impacts
3
Positive Impacts
11
Category: Participant Reactions/Dispositions - Implementation
Participant Reactions/Dispositions – Implementation
19
Teacher Using Data Analysis
7
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Theme: Variety of practices and strategies employed
Category: Use of Models
Cyclical Phases Model
Developmental Levels of SRL Model
Butler and Cartier Situated Model
Choosing a Model
Teacher Developed/Adapted Model

18
2
5
1
4
Category: Teacher Practices

Classroom Practices
Student Support
Using Student Feedback to Plan

18
24
3
Category: Student Strategies

Planning Strategies
Monitoring Strategies
Reflection Strategies

13
4
20

Category: Student Reactions/Dispositions
Student Reactions/Dispositions
16
Theme: Recognition of similarities and differences between various contexts
Category: Middle School Contexts
Grade 6
10
Grade 8
3
Middle School Context
2
Category: Class Level Contexts
“Influencers”
1
Differences Between Contexts (Classes)
8
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